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PROLEGOMENA

The need of a critical or (as it was sometimes called) a “correct” edition of the
Mahabharata has been felt (at first, of course, rather vaguely) by Sanskritists for over
half a century.! It was voiced, however, in a clear and emphatic manner, for the first
time, by Professor M. Winternitz, at the XIth International Congress of Orientalists,
held at Paris, in 1897, when he read a paper drawing attention to the South Indian
manuscripts of the Great Epio and ending with the remark that a critical edition of
the Mahabharata was “wanted as the only sound basis for all Mah#&bharata studies,
nay, for all studies connected with the epic literature of India”. The idea received a
concrete shape in his proposal for the foundation of a Sanskrit Epic Text Society,
which he laid before the very next session of the Oriental Congress (XIIth), held
i Rome (1899). Again, three years later, at the following session of the Congress
(XIIIth), held in Hamburg (1902), Professor Winternitz reiterated his requisition and
endeavoured to impress again upon the assembled savants that a ‘“‘critical edition of the
Mahbabharata was a sine qud non for all historical and critical research regarding the
Great Epic of India”,

The reception accorded to the various proposals made by Professor Winternitz in
connection with his favourite project was not as cordial as might have been expected
from an enlightened, international assemblage of Sanskritists. At first”, writes Professor
Winternitz himself,® “the idea of a critical edition of the Mahabharata met with great
scepticism. Most scholars were of opinion that it was impoesible to restore a critical
text of the Great Epic, and that we should have to be satisfied with editing the South
Indian text, while the North Indian text was represented well enough by the Calcutta
and Bombay editions, Only few scholars were in full agreement with the plan of one
critical edition”.

Notwithstanding this general apathy, a committee was appointed by the Indian
Section of the International Congress of Orientalists in Rome (1899) to consider the
proposal of Professor Winternitz for the foundation of a Sanskrit Epic Text Society,
already mentioned. This committee was not in favour of the said proposal. It recom-
mended instead that the work of preparing the critical edition should be undertaken by
the International Association of Academies. The London session of this Association,
held in 1904, adopted the above suggestion and resolved “to make the critical edition
of the Mahabharata one of the tasks to be undertaken under its auspices and with the
help of funds to be raised by the Academies”. In pursuance of this decision, the
Academies of Berlin and Vienna sanctioned certain funds earmarked for the Mahabharata
work, with whoee help the preliminary work for the critical edition was actually begun.

.1 Bee below, 3 Of, Winternitz, Indol. Prag. 1 (1929), 681, ® ibid. p. 58.
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In furtherance of this project, then, Professor H. Litders prepared a “Specimen”
of a critical edition of the Mahabharata (Druckprobe einer kritischen Ausgabe des
Mahabhdrata, Leipzig 1908) with the funds provided for the purpose by the Kaonigliche
Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften in Géttingen.! The Specimen, which was meant only
for private circulation,’ consisted of 18 pages, comprising the constituted text (pp. 1-11)
of the first 67 stanzas of the Adiparvan with their various readings (printed as
footnotes ), an Appendix (pp- 12-17), on a similar plan, containing the text of the
Brahma-Ganeda interpolation (with s variants), and finally a list (p. 18) of the
29 manuscripts, selected exclusively from European libraries, which formed the specimen
apparatus criticus.®  This little brochure, which must rank in the annals of Mahiabhirata
studies as the first tentative critical edition of the Mahibhirata, was laid before the
Indian Section of the XVth Intornational Congress of Orientalists, held in Copenhagen
(1908). The tender seedling, planted with infinite care, did not, however, thrive in the
uncongenial Kuropean soil. Twenty years later, in 1928, at the XVIIth International
Congress of Orientalists, held at Oxford, Professor Winternitz reported that, under the
scheme of the International Association of Academies, “‘except this specimen (Druckprobe)
nothing has been printed”.*

However, in the interval some preliminary work, such as the classifying and
collating of manuseripts had been doune by Professor Liiders and some of his pupits
(among them my fellow-student and friend Dr. Johannes Nobel, now Professor in the
University of Marburg), by Professor Winternitz and his pupil Dr. Otto Stein, and by
Dr. Bernhard Geiger (Vienna). The last great World War gave its quietus to this
ambitious project, sponsored by the Associated Academics of Europe and America, and
finally diverted the attention of European scholars from the Mahabbirata Problem.

After the war, the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, then in its early
infancy, enthusiastically undertook the work, making a fresh start, fortunately without
realizing fully the enormousness of the project or the complicacies of the problem. At
a meeting of the General Body of the Institute, held on July 6, 1918, Shrimant
Balasaheb Pant Pratinidhi, Chief (now Ruler) of Aundh—the liberal and enthusiastic
patron of diverse projects calculated to stimulate research, advance knowledge, and
cnhance Indian prestige—the president clect on the occasion, casily persuaded by a
band of young and hopeful Sanskritists who had rcturned to India after completing
their philological training abroad, with their heads full of new ideas, urged upon the
audience the need of preparing a Critical and 1llustrated Edition of the Mahabharata,
offering to contribute, personally, a lakh ‘of rupces, by annual grants, towards the
expenses of producing the edition.® The donor was warmly thanked for this princely

} It was printed by the firm of W, Drugulin.
2 Professor Winternitz had sent me, in 1926, his

donell printed in the “Report of the Joint Session
of the Royal Asiatic Soociety, Société Asiatique,

copy, on loan, for perusal, which I returned to him
almost immediately after wards.

® The brochure did not contain any preface, or
oxplanatory notes.

¢ See also the romarks of Professor A. A, Mac-

American Oriental Society, and Scuola Orieatale,
Reale Universita di Roms, September 3-6, 1919”
in JRAS.1920. 149. Cf. also 4B1. 4. 145ff.

% Cf. Bhavanrao Pandit Pratinidhi, 487, 3
(1921-22). 1f. Also 4 Prospectus of a New and
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gift and the offer was gratefully accepted by the spokesmen of the Institute, who in their
turn undertook to prepare an edition that would meet with the high requirements of
modern critical scholarship. In accordance with this decision of the General Body of
the Iustitute, the late lamented Sir Rawkrishna Gopal Bhandarkar, the doyen of the
Sanskritists of Western Indin and the inspirer of the critical and rigorous scholarship of
the present day, inaugurated, in April 1919, this monumental work by formally beginning
the collation of the opening mantra of the works of the ancient Bhiagavata sect, which
is found also at the beginning of some manuscripts of the Mahabbarata ;'
AT ANEE AL Y AAART |
Tt acadt Sv 7 aggdA)

Then, on the basis of the promise of the donation of a lakh of rupees by the Ruler
of Aundh, the Institute appealed for the very large financial support needed to Indian
governments, princes, and men of wealth. Not as many favourable responses were
received as might have been expected; but very gencrous aid was and is being given by
some, whose names are recorded clsewhere.

< The reasons which have induced Sanskritists both here and abroad to undertake
this gigantic enterprise arc easy to understand. The pre-eminent importance of the epic
ig universally acknowledged. Next to the Vedas, it is the most valuable product of the
entire literature of ancient India, so rich in notable works. Venerable for its very
antiquity, it is one of the most inspiring monuments of the world, and an inexhaustible
mine for the investigation of the rcligion, mythology, legend, philosophy, law, custom, and
political and social institutions of ancient India.~

As a result of the researches that have been carried on during the last thirty-five
years or so, there is now no doubt whatsoever that the text of the Mahabhiarata has
undergone numerous changes,” The texts of the Northern and Southern manuscripts—to
mention only two of the manuscript classes—are widely divergent, and much uncertainty
prevails regarding the correctness and originality of the texts preserved by them. The
existing editions—which either merely reproduce the version of a particular type of
manuscripts, like the Bombay edition,® or else are eclectic on no recognizable principles,
like the Kumbhakonam cdition—fail to remove the uncertainty of the text.

The present edition of the epic is intended chiefly to remedy this unsatisfactory
state of things. What the promoters of this scheme desire to produce and supply is
briefly this: a critical edition of the Mahabharata in the preparation of which all important
versions of the Great Epic shall have beeil taken into consideration, and all important
manuscripts collated, estimated and turned to account. Since all divergent readings of
any importance will be given in the critical notes, printed at the foot of the page, this

Critieal Edition of the Mahabharata (Poona 1919), ? The earliest systematio study of the subject ,
published by the Institute, p. v. ' seems to have been made by Burnell in his dindra
1 For instance, the stanza is foreign to the entire Grammarians; of. also his Classified Index to the
Soushern recension of the epie. Cf. also Biihler~ Sanskrit M3S. in the Palace at Tanjore (London
Kirste, Ind. Stud. No. 2, p. 4, n. 2; and Sylvain Lévi, 1879), p. 180. '

R. @. Bhandarkar Commemoration Volume, p. 99, 8 Representing the Nilakaptha tradition,
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edition will, for the first time, render it possible for the reader to have before him the
entire significant manuscript evidence for cach individual passage. The value of this
method for scientific investigation of the cpic is obvious. Another feature of the new
cdition will be this.  Since not even the scemingly most irrelevant line or stanza, actually
found in a Mahibhirata manuscript collated for the edition, is on any account omitted,
this cdition of the Mahabhbirata will be, in a sense, more complete than any previous
edition.' Tt will be a veritable thesaurus of the Mababhirata tradition.

Under the scheme outlined above, a tentative edition of the Viritaparvan was
prepared by the late Mr. Narayan Bapuji Utgikar, M.A., and published by the Institute
in 1923, Copies of this cdition were distributed gratis among leading Sanskritiste—
Indian, European and American—with a view to cliciting from them a frank expression
of their opinion on the method worked out by the then ecditor-in-chief. The opinions
received were very favourable and highly encouraging. The valuable suggestions made
by many eminent authorities have been to a great extent followed in the subsequent work.

COLLATION OF MANUSCRIPTS

Collation of the maunseripts is being done, regularly, not mercly at the Institute,
but also at the Visvabharati of Rabindranath Tagore in Bengal under the supervision of
Pandit Vidhushckhara Bhattacharya, and at the Saraswathi Mahal in Tanjore under the
supervision of M. R. Ry. Rao Saheb T. Sambamurthi Rao Avl., B.A., B.L.. These outside
centres were at first intended chiefly for the collation of the Bengali and the Telugu-
(trantha manuscripts respectively. DBut provision has now beecn made at the Institute
itself for the collation of manuscripts written in any of the seven seripts (Sarada, Nepali,
Maithili, Bengali, Telugu, Grantha and Malaydlam), besides Devanigari, which are
ordinarily required for our Mahabharata work.

The enttre Mahabhirata stands now collated from a minimum of ten manuseripts;
many parvans have been completely collated from twenty manuseripts; some from
thirty; a few from as many as forty; while the first two adhyiyas of the Adi, which
have special importance for the critical constitution of the text of the entire epic, were
collated from no less than sixty manuscripts,

The collation is done by a permanent staff of specially trained Shastris ( Northern
as well as Southern) and University graduates. For the purposes of collation, each
Mahabhirata stanza (according to the Bombay edition of Ganpat Krishnaji, Saka 1799) is
first written out, in bold characters, on the top line of a standard, horizontally and verti-
cally ruled foolseap sheet. The variant readings are entered by the collator horizontally
along a line alloted to the manuscript collated, aksara by aksara, in the appropriate
column, vertieally below the corresponding portion of the original reading of the
“Vulgate”. On the right of each of these collation sheets, there is a column four inches
wide reserved for remarks (regarding corrections, marginal additions eto.), and for
“additional” stanzas found in the manuseripts collated, either immediately before or after

! The Iustitute intends to publish, as a supple- bharata, which will be an alphabetical index of
ment to this edition, a Prattka Index of the Maha- every single pada of the text of the epic.
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the stanza in question. Very long “additions” are written out on separate “éodhapatras®
and attached to the collation sheets. The collations are regularly checked by a batch of
collators different from the one which did the collation in the first instance, before they are

handed over to the editor for the constitution of the text.

THE CRITICAL APPARATUS .
GENERAL ACCOUNT OF THE MANUSCRIPTS

It is by no means easy to answer the question how many manuscripts of the
Mahibhirata there are in existence; firstly, because, no complete list of these manuscripts
has ever been compiled; and, secondly, because the expression “Mahabhirata manuseript”,
as ordinarily used, is ambiguous in the extreme; it may apply to a small manuscript of the
Bhagavadgita alone, as well as to a complete manuscript of the Mahibharata, in several
volumes, containing all the eighteen parvans. Moreovor, the parvans are mostly handed
down separately, or in groups of few parvans at a time, at least in the oldest manuscripts
now preserved. Therefore, in taking stock of Mahabhirata manuseripts, it is best to take
as unit of measurcment a manuscript of a single parvan, '

As a very approximatce computation, I may state that thero are known to be about
235 manuscripts of the Adi, counting only such as have come within my knowledge from
catalogues of private and public libraries accessible to me, as also those manuscripts whose
owners have sent them to the Institute for collation or inspection. But this is probably
by a long way not the total number of extant manuscripts of this parvan, because there
must be quite a large number of manuseripts in private hands, of which we know next
to nothing. It has been the experience of most manuseript collectors in India that when
onc takes the trouble to look for the manuseripts, they turn up in quite astonishing
numbers, though they are as a rule late and of questionable worth, VOf these 235
manuscripts of the Adi, a little less than hal€ (107) are in the Devanigarl seript alone.
The other secripts are represented in this collection as follows: Bengali 82, Grantha 81,
Telugu 28, Malayalam 26, Nepali 5, Sarada 3,' Maithili 1, Kannada 1, and Nandinagari 1.

Of these manuscripts of the Adi about 70 (i. e. a little morc than 29 per cent of
the total) were fully or partly examined and collated for this edition. And of these
again about 60 were actually utilized in preparing the text. The critical apparatus of the
first two adhyayas gives the collations of 50 manuseripts. Many of these were, however,
discarded in the sequel as misch-codices of “small trustworthiness and of no special value
for critical purposes. At the same time a few other manuseripts (such as the Sarada and
Nepili codices), which were not available in the beginning, were added to the critical
apparatus subscquently. A table given below supplics all the necessary details of the
critical apparatus as to where the collations of the different manuscripts begin, where they
end, and so on and so forth,

1,0t these three, our 81 is one, while the other in the Raghunatha Temple Library; of, Stein’s
two are papsr manusoripts, written in modern Catalogue (1894), p, 196, Nos, 3712-32, 3951-79,
Sarada characters, with Nilakantha’s commentary, They represent probably the Nilakaptha version,
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The choice of the eritical apparatus is not an easy matter, owing to the astonishing
bulk and the amazing variety of the matcrial. The number of exact duplicates among
these is decidedly small and almost negligible.  An exception to this rule is formed only
by manusgcripts of commentators® versions, which show inter se little difference. So that
what has been said by Koscgarten with respect to the manuscripts of the Paiicatantra,
applics, generally speaking, cqually well to the Mahabharata manuscripts : quot codices,
tot textns,  Notwithstanding these difticulties, the choice of our critical apparatus has not
been centirely arbitrary. Efforts were made to sccure manuscripts written in as many
different Indian scripts as possible, which is the same as saying, manuscripts belonging
to as many different Indian provinces as possible. Old manuscripts, even though
fragmentary and partly illegible, were sclected in  preference to modern-looking
manuseripts, though complete, neatly written and well preserved.  Within the version,
discrepant types were chosen in preference to similar types.!  Of the Nilakantha version,
only three wero selected, though it is by far the most numerous group ; because, firstly, it
in one of the latest versions; and, secondly it has been edited several times already,
though not as well ag it should be; and, thirdly, there is little ditterence between the
individual manuscripts of the group. The only important scripts unrepresented in our
critical apparatus arc: Kannada, Uriyd and Nandindgari.

Besides the manuscripts collated specially for this edition, I have made occasional
use of the collations of manuscripts preserved in European libraries made by Theodor
Goldstiicker, photographic copies of which were presented to the Institute, for use in
connection with this project, by the University of Strassburg, through the kind oftices of
the late Professor Emile Scnart, as also of the collations intended for the edition planned
by tho International Association of Academies and made by the pupils of Geheimrat
Professor Dr. Heinrich Liiders, which have been placed at the disposal of the Institute
in pursuance of a resolution on the subject passed by the Indian Scction of the XVIIth
International Congress of Oricentalists, held at Oxford, in 1928.2

Sixteen of the manuscripts collated bear dates, ranging from the 16th to the 19th
century. The oldest dated manuseript of our critical apparatus is a Nepill manuseripg
(Ns) which bears a datc corresponding to A.D. 1511. The other dates are: A.D.
1519 (Ks), 1528 (V1), 1598 (D:), 1€20 (Das), 1638 (K:), 1694 (K.), 1701 (Drs),
1789 (Ko), 1740 (B:), 1759 (Bs), 1786 (Bs), 1802 (Ds), 1808 (Dni), 1838 (Ms),
and 1842 (Ms). The Nilakantha manuscripts are not all dated, but they can scarcely be
wuch anterior to the beginning of the ecighteenth century, since Nilakantha himself

! Consequently, our critical apparatus tends to Assooiation of Aoademies, be now utilized for

roflect greater diversity in the material than what
actually exists, but that was unavoidable.
« ° The Resolutions were worded as follows:

No. 2. That in view of the eminently satisfactory
manner in which the work is being done Ly the
Instituto, this Cougress is of opinion that the
MSS. collations made, and the funds collected, for
the critical edition of the epic planned by the

the purposes of the oritical edition being pre-
pared in India, without prejudice to the original
project of the Association of Academies.

No. 3. That this Congress therefore recommends
that: (a) such collations of the Mahabharata text
as have already been prepared by the Association
of Aocademies be placed, on loan, at the disposal of
the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institate. . ..
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belongs to the last quarter of the seventeenth. Many of the Grantha manuseripts do
bear dates, but since they refer to a cyclic era, it is difficult to calculate their equivalents.

CLASSIFICATION OF MANUSCRIPTS

The manascript material is divided naturally into recensions by the soripts in
which they are witten. Corresponding to the two main types of dndian scripts, Northern
and Southern, we get two main recensions of the epic. ~ Each of these recensions is again
divided into a number of sub-reccnsions, which I have called “versions”, corresponding to
the different provincial scripts in which these texts are written. This principium
[Qivisionis is not as arbitrary as it might at first sight appear. The superficial difference c?f
scripts corresponds, as a matter of fact, to deep underlying textunl’ dif.\‘crenees. I't 18
common experience in India that when we have a work handed down in dx.ﬁ'erent, versions,
the script is invariably characteristic of the version.! The reason for this concomitance
between seript and version appears to be that the scribes, being as a rule not conversant
with any script but that of their own particular province, could copy only manuscripts
written in their special provincial secripts, exception being made only in favour of the
Devanigari, which was a sort of a “vulgar”’ script, widely used and understood in India.

While the principle mentioned above is not entirely mechanical or arbitrary, itis also
not ideal or perfect. It is often contravened in practice, mainly through the agency of
the Devanigari, which is the chief medium of contamination between the different
recensions and versions. Thus we come across Devaniigari copies of the commentary or
version of Arjunamiéra, who was an Easterner; similar copies of the commentary or
version of Ratnagarbha, who was a Southerner.  There are again Devanagarl copies of the
Grantha and the Siradi? versions. On the other hand, a popular version like that of
Nilakanptha may be copied in any script. I have. come across manuseripts of the
Nilakaptha (Devandgarl) version written in Sarada,® Bengali,* Telugu and Grantha
scripts. Another cause of disturbance was this. Along the boundaries of provinces
speaking different languages or using different scripts, there ars invariably bi-lingual and
bi-scriptal zones. In these zonecs there was an ever operating impulse, tending to
introduce innovations, obliterating the differentiae and normalizing the text. Never-
theless, though nothing is impossible, it would be passing strange if we were to find a
copy of the pure Sarada version written, say, in the Malayilam seript, or of the Grantha
version in the Nepall script.

1 Cf. Liders, Deutsche Litsraturztg. 1929, 1140, Temple Library, Jammu, Nos, 3712-32, 3958-79.
? Like our K1 (India Office, No. 2137). 4 Some of them were collated for the Institute at
2 There are two such MS8S. in the Raghunatha the Visvabharati.
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LIST OF MANUSCRIPTS FORMING THE CRITICAL APPARATTUS

The manuscripts utilized for this edition of the Adi are as follows:
. I. N(orthern) Recension.

(@) North-western Group (v).

Sarada (or Kagmiri) Version (S).
S, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 159 of 1875-76.
Devanigari Group allied to the (Sirada or) Kasmirl Version (K).
Ko =Poona, Bombay Govt, Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 229 of 1895-1902.
Dated V., Sar. 1795 (ca. A.D. 1739).
K. = Tondon, India Oftice Library, No. 3226 (2137).
K= Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 182 of 1891-95.
Dated V. Sam. 1694 (ca. A.D. 1638).
Ks = Baroda, Oriental Institute Library, No.632. Dated V,Sam. 1575 (ca. A.D. 1519).
Ki=Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 565 of 1882-83.
Dated Saka 1616 (ca. A.D. 1694).
K = Lahore, Dayanand Anglo-Vedic College, No. 1.
Ko =Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 209 of 1887-91.

(D) Central Group (V).

Nepali Version (N).
N1 = Nepal, in private possession.
N1 = Nepal, in private possession,
Ns= Nepal, in private possession. Dated Nepali Samn. 632 (ca. A.D. 1511).
Maithili Version (V).
Vi= Nepal, Darbar Library, No, 1364. Dated La. Sam. 411 (ca. A.D. 1528).
Bengali Version (B). ,
Bi = Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 1. Dated Suka 1662 (ca. A.D. 1740).
Bs = Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 258.
Bs = Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 782, Dated Saka 1681 (ca. A.D. 1759).
B4 = Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 413.
Bs = Dacea, University Library, No. 485. Dated Saka 1708 (ca, A.D. 1786).
Be = Dacca, University Library, No. 735.
Devanagari Versions other than K (D).
Devanagari Version of Arjunamisra (Da).
Dai= Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI ), No. 80 of A 1879-80.
Da:=Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), Visrambag I,
No. 468, Dated V. Sarh. 1676 (ca. A.D. 1620).
Devanagari Version of Nilakagptha (Dn), the “Vulgate”.
Dn =MS. belonging to Sardar M. V. Kibe of Indore.
Dns = Mysore, Oricntal Library, No. 1064, Dated V., Sarh, 1864 (ca. A.D. 1808).
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Daos = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI ), No. 234 of 1895-1902.
Devanigari Version of Ratnagarbha (Dr).

Dr: = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1246.

Dri = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1199. )

Drs = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No.1313. Dated Saka 1623 (ca. A.D.1701).
Dr, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1839.

Devanagari Composite Version,

D: = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection ( deposited at the BORI), No. 29 of A 1879-80.
D: = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1152. Dated V. Sam. 1654 (ca. A.D.1598).
Ds = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1860,

D; = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1126.

D: = Lahore, Dayanand Anglo-Vedic College, No.4. Dated V. Sam, 1858 (ca. A.D.1802).
Ds = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1223.

D; = Tanjore, Saraewathi Mahal Library, No. 1269.

Ds = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1329.

D = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1176.

D10 = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1293.

Di1 = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1340.

"Dz = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1373.

Dis = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), Visrambag IT, No. 191.
Dis = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection ( deposited at tho BORI), Visrambag IT, No. 266.

II. S(outhern) Recension.

Telugu Version (T),

T1 = Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math Library MS. ( without number).

Ts = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11865,

Ts = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11809,
Grantha Version (G).

Gi = Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math Library MS, (without number).

“Ga= Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math Library MS. ( without number )

Ga =Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No, 11823.

G« =Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11838.

Gs = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11851,

Go = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11860.

G1 = Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math Library MS. (without number).
Malayilam Version (M),

M. = MS. belonging to Chief of Idappalli, Cochin.

M = Cochin, State Library, No. 5.

Ms = Cochin, State Library, No. 1. Dated Kollam 1013 (ca. A.D. 1838).

M. =MS. belonging to Kallenkara Pisharam of Cochin.

M = Cochin (Jayantamangalam); property of the Paliyam family.

Mo = Malabar ( Nareri Mana); in private possession.

M: = Cochin ( Avapapparambu Mana); in private possession.

Ms = Malabar Poomulli Mana Library, No. 297. Dated Kollam 1017 (ca. A.D. 1842 ).
0 B
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DETAILED ACCOUNT OF THE MANUSRIPTS
Sy

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 159 of
1875-76. Total number of folios 114 (some fragmentary ), with about 24 lines to a page;
size 12" x 93", Clear Sarada characters (of perhaps the 16th or 17th century). Birch-
bark (bhurjapatra).

This unique and valuable MS. was purchased for the Government of Bombay, by
Biihler, in Ka$mir. 1t is listed on p. xi, and cursorily described at p. 64, of his Detailed
Keport of a Tour in Search of Sanskrit MSS. made in Kasmir, Rajputana, and Central
India, a report printed as Extra Number of the Journal of the Bombay Branch of the
Royal Asiatic Society for 1877. The lines of writing of the MS. run parallel to the narrow
side of the lcaf. Thero are, on an average, 24 lincs on a page, and 36 aksaras (i. e. a
little over a $loka) in a line. A page, thercfore, contains, on an average, 26 (anustubh)
stanzas. Each folio bears, on its reverse, in the left-hand margin, near the bottom, a
cipher representing the serial nuniber of the folio and a signature indicating the title of the
work, as well as the name of the parvan. — The MS., which is unfortunately incomplete
and fragmentary, must have originally contained at least the first three parvans (Adi,
Sabhi and Aranya), written, as far as one can judge, by the same hand. The extant
portion contains the Sabhd in its entirety, but only fragments of the other two parvans,
the beginning of Adi and the end of Arapya being lost. The Adi, which appears to have
extended from the beginning of the volume up to fol. 154, is particularly fragmentary; a
continuous text begins only from fol. 63 (our adhy. 82). Of the first 62 folios, the extant
portion contains only the lower segments ( with 10 to 15 lines of writing on each page) of
fol. 24-25, 36-37, 89, 47-48, 53-57 and G1-62; the initial 23 folios as also 15 other
intermediate folios (viz. 38, 40-46, 49-52, 58-60) are entirely missing; while only 10 of
these folios arc complete. Folio number 96 is repeated. The Adi ends at fol. 154a. The
colophon repeats the stanzas of the Parvasarhgraha giving the number of adhyayas (230)
in this parvan, as also its extent in “slokas”, i. e. granthas (7984). The writing is neat
and carcful; crasures and corrections are few and far between. Occasionally one comes
across variant readings (cf. fol. 115 b), entered ( probably by the same hand ) in yet smaller
letters between the lines; on fol. 116 a, there is a stanza written in the upper margin, which
is meaut to be added after 1. 162. 15, and which is found, otherwise, only in Ki, in other
words is an interpolation peculiar to S; Ki. Many of the marginal additions are glosses,
which are rather numerous in the first 15 (extant) folios, evidently notes made from some
commentary by a student who intended making a careful study of the text. In a few
places—perhaps about half a dozen—corrections have been made with yellow pigment.
Some of* the adhyiyas bear (serial) numbers, written probably by a different hand; the
first (legible) figure that we come across is 43, corresponding to adhy. 32 of our edition,
involving a difference of 11 in our enumerations of adhyayas! The last adhyiya number
noted in this parvan is 100, corresponding to our adhy. 87: the difference between our

enumerations thus rises to 13 in 55 adhyayas. The Puripic raconteur is here called,
throughout, Sita, not Sauti. Moreover, the prose formula of reference generally omits sar=
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(resp. &%: ), and gives, as in S MSS., merely the name or designation of the speaker, such
as fwgrgw:. However, from the fact that towards the middle and end of the parvan, the
full forms containing @arw (resp. #§: ) do ocour sporadically, e. g. 1. 94. 64 (fol. 78 2a); 98. 1
(fol. 75b); 99. 36 (fol. 77 a)etc.: it follows that the usual &eiwrza: ete. are only abbreviations.
The names of the sub-parvans are generally added, in the colophons, agreeing mostly with
the corresponding divisions of our edition. The extant fragment begins (fol. 242) with

the words sww: | Rf¥an wr@ syeafs (cf. v. 1. 1. 26. 10). — A facsimile of the folio (154)
containing the end of the Adi and the beginning of the Sabha is given, facing p. 880.

Ko
Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 229 of
1895-1902. Folios 181, with about 15 lines to a page; size 14.7"x 6.7". Devanidgari
characters; dated V. Samvat 1795 (ca. A.D. 1739). Old Indian paper.

The MS. contains the first three parvans written in the same hand, the date coming
at the end of the Aranys. The writing is clear and fairly correct; a fow corrections of
scribe’s errors are noted in the margin, probably by the same hand; otherwise the margins
arc clean. The colophons give adhyiaya numbers sporadically, and names of adhyayas,
sub-parvans or upakhyinas generally. On the last folio (181) of the Adi is given, in
different hand, a list of major parvans with the corresponding number of their adhyayas
and stanzas, in a tabular form.

Ku
London, India Office Library, No. 3226 (2187). Folios 169, with about 83 lines to
a page;; size 163" x 9".  Devandgari characters ; dated (possibly ) 1788 A.D. Indian Paper.

A moderately trustworthy, though somewhat modern and very incorrect transcript
of a Sirada exemplar. Even the outward form and get-up of this MS. are suggestive of
Kasmirl origin. The lines of writing, as in Sarada ( bharjapatra) MSS. run parallel to
the narrow side of the folio. The signatures in the margin are like those found in
Kaémiri books. The numerous clerical errors, which disfigure every page, betray the
writer to be a professional scribe, not thoroughly familiar with the awkward Sarada seript,
dnd still less so with the language of the text, easily misled by the deceptive similarity
between certain letters of the Sarada and Devanagari alphabets. He frequently writes &
for @ (e. g. #g3 for 33); 3 for @ and ¢ for q (e. g. o for awr); g for % (e. g. xe for
ot ); 1 for 7 (e. g. swrat for wwnit) or for 7 (e. g. gt for gtardt); medial ¥ for subscript &
(e. g g for &h); =1 for1; g for & w, 7 (¢. g smgat, wge:, ANgA for erdert, wam: and
R ); w1 for =1; & for &; medial ¥ for subscript &; w for a (e. g. afw: for afx:); e for
&7 (e. g- w1 for freqr). Margins are clean; very occasional corrections, in the body of the
text, by yellow pigment. The pages from 42 to 45 are left blank, while 41 b and 46 a
contain only a few lines of writing. Besides Adi, the codex contains also Virata, Bhigms
and a portion of Anugisana (Danadharma), breaking off at the first half of stanza 39 of
adhy. 83 of the Bombay ed. According to statements at the end of the Bhisma and the
beginning of the Anugasana, the MS. was written in V. Samvat 1839 (ca. A. D, 1783),
by a Brihmana named Gopila, residing in Lakgmimatha; but the writing of the volume
is pot quite uniform. It is, therefore, uncertain, in my opinion, whether the Adi was
written by this same Goopala, in the said year ; contra Eggeling, Catalogue of the Skt. MSS.
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in the Library of the India Office, Part VI (1899), p. 1158, who regards the entire volume
as writtcn by the same scribe. The colophons, which are short, sporadically give the
adhyiys numbers. This is the only MS. of the Adi belonging to a European Library
that was available for collation at the Institute and used for this edition! — The reference
# g g before stanza 8 of adhy. 1 indicates the intention of the seribe to “illuminate”
the MS. by writing the alternate letters (@, 4, ara), which are missing, in red ink.

K.

Poona, Bombay Government Collection ( deposited at the BORI), No. 182 of
1891-95. Folios 206 (of which 220, 226-30, 232-33, 239-40 appear to be written by a
differcnt hand), with about 11 lines to a page; size 10.8” x 4.8". Devanigari characters
( with sporadic prsthamitris); dated V, Sam. 1694 (ca. A.D. 1638). Indian paper.

Marginal corrections, as also other corrections in the body of the text, are made by
using yellow pigment; the colophons give names of sub-parvans, adhyiya names, and
adhyiya numbers sporadically.  In the marginal notes one occasionally comes across variants
and glosses, and additional passages from MSS. of the central sub-recension (7).  The first
folio and a part of the sccond (the latter stuck on to the original torn) are written in a
differont hand. On fol. 186D, three lines are left blank by the scribe. After the four
stanzas of “ phalasruti” mentioned on p. 879, there follow two stanzas of the Parva-
samgraha, giving the number of adhyiyas (218) and $lokas (8984 ) and, finally, the date:
daq 9¢3v A arghy 1. W B,

Ko

Baroda, Oriental Institute Library, No. 632. Folios 407, Decvanagari characters;
dated V. Samvat 15675 (ca. A.D. 1619). OlId Indian paper.

This MS. is from Gujarat. At the end of the MS. is given the date: Samvat 1575,
érivana, dark half, 5th day, Abhinandana. MS. written by Naiijika, son of the Nagar
Pandit Kilidisa of village Kindalaja, under Samkhetakapura (modern Sankheda, in
Baroda State). For further details, see the colophon given on p. 879.

K. .
Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 565 of
1882-83. Folios 237 (not counting the suppl. folios), with about 15-16 lines to a page;
gize 14.9" x 6”. Dovanigarl characters; dated Saka 1616 (ca. A.D. 1694), at the end of
one of the subsequent parvans, Old Indian papor. '

A carclessly written complete MS,, with @ for ®, throughout, which is a Southern
trait; written by ono hand, but preserved in the Collection in two bundles numbered 565
and 566. Supplementary folios at 2, 114, 150, 151, 205 include certain long passages
(somc from Southern sources), copied by the same hand; notable among them being the
Brahmi-Ganesa interpolation, whose point of insertion is indicated by a small mark made
in the body of the text, and the marginal remark sry siqusas (cf. v. 1. 1. 1. 53). There
are some excerpts in margins, intended as glosses. Marginal additions of lines and stanzas
are frequent only in the first 35 folios, afterwards few and far between. Corrections are made
with yellow pigment. Colophons frequently contain adbyiya names, sub-parvan names,
but no adhyaya number. The copyist was Ganesa, son of Trimbaka. :
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Ks
Lahore, Dayanand Anglo-Vedic College Library, No. 1. Folios 28 (numbered
-7 and 9-29), with about 11-13 lines to a page; size 12" x 6". Devanigar! characters,
aid to be) about 350 years old. Paper.
This MS. is incomplete, ending with 1. 3.152. It was collated at the Visvabharati,
> to 1. 2. 40, and was then reported to be missing.
K
Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No, 209 of
387-91. Folios 386, with about 8-10 lines to a page; size 12.2" x 5.8". Devanigarl
aracters. Partly old Indian paper and partly modern European paper. -
Folios 359 to end are of different paper (modern European, with water-marks) and
‘0 written by a different hand. In the margin, corrections of scribe’s errors, additional
1es and stanzas (some of themn probably omitted while copying), and various readings,
hich are decidedly more numerous in the beginning. On somo folios (after fol. 105)
:llow pigment has been used for correction. 1lero and there, lacunae mark the syllables
nich the seribe could not decipher, or which were missing in the cxemplar. The
lophons generally give the adhyiya or sub-parvan names; the adhyiya numbers were
ded afterwards, perhaps by a different hand, and are often crowded out or squcezed in
‘th difficulty. — Collated up to the end of adby. 2 only.

Ni

MS. in Nepili characters from Nepal, in private possession. No specifications of
© MS. (such as measurements, number of folios ete.) are available.

It begins with a short culogy (prasasti) of king ($rimin bhimahendra) Jaya-
hharima, at whose bidding the MS. was copied. For a king of that name we have the
te (Nepili) Sarn. 516 (ca. A. D. 1395). In the prasasti, he is stated to have built (?)
templc of Pasupati in Nepal.  Collations of the MS. were kindly supplied by Rajaguru
andit Hemaraj, C.I.LE.,, D.P.1., Necpal, who had it collated, for the Institute, by
cal Pandits. — The prasasti rcads:

aaaﬁrmra%arghwue»an mﬁw | 8% AW: Fiunameci, |
armm THEEE T S A0aAy
TRl AT ad mgﬁlﬁ'q ll

a'n‘f:ra'mzr s SFREL k sk ok k sk sk osk ok ok ok 3k |
[W@]ﬁmﬁrﬁﬁ—m‘gﬁtﬁi frerafagan: |
AT ARIIHEL FTiRE Wsa

AR fAfATr wre geEeag |
I HAEE W #aE et gt st

s w o ok ok ok ok ok o ow ok [ 2 oft e St
FIYA AT AL T AT FTF AT &nacn |

FHEAT A AT 'u'eﬁ%wrxmrgw ag il

A A GHOHTT AT ke (T

FEFTTATRITRAY * * % % * % * * |
| dagEam W gy areared agy -
G et g § eaY SeardiRearatn: 0 |
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FAHEHHN IS WS SR T |
W @9 FacncE W i e Ty
i< 7 Frgzrafa] g3 ] awm @Y R
et doeraR TCeaet  WRGIic 16T |
- qoiiy W 17 e e, TPAT: Ta:
& WIAARRY Ty TP et mHGEE I
Collations begin at adhy. 3, — Collated in Nepal.
Ns
MS. in Nepili characters from Nepal; in private possession. No further details
of the MS. are available.

Collations of the MS, were kindly supplicd by Rajaguru Pandit Hemaraj ( Nepal),
who had it collated for the Institute by local Pandits. — Collations begin at adhy. 3.

Ns
From a private library in Nepal. Nepali characters, written in ink on palm-leaf.
Besides the Adi, the MS, contains also Sauptika-Aistka and Vidoka-Stri. The
last folio of this bundle bears the date ( Nepili ) Sam. 632 (ca. A.D. 1511). Sent to the
Tnstitute for collation, through the kind offices of Rajaguru Pandit Hemaraj (Nepal).
The MS. was returned to the owner after a hurried collation, and further details of the
MS. are unfortunately not available, — Collations begin at adhy. 14.

Vi
Nepal, Darbar Library, No. 1364. Maithili characters; dated La. Sar. 411 (ca.
A.D. 1628). Palm-leaf,

No further details of the MS. are available, The MS. has two lengthy lacunae:
1. 68. 74 to 92. 18, and 96. 37 to 127. 21. — Collations of the MS. were kindly supplied

by Rajaguru Paundit Hemaraj (Nepal), who had it collated, for the Institute by
local Pandits.

B: ,
Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 1. Folios 207 ; size 282" x2". Bengali
characters ; dated Saka 1662 (ca. A.D. 1740). Palm-leaf.

The name of the scribe, as given in a stanza following the last colophon, is
Krgparimadvija. — Collated at the Visvabharatt.
B:
Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 258. Folios 82, with about 5-6 lines to a
page; size 254" x 24". Bengali characters. Palm-leaf.
This fragmentary MS. breaks off at 1. 43. 13, in the middle of the Astika. — Col-
lated at the Visvabharatr,
Bs
Santiniketan, Visvabbarati Library, No. 782. Folios 199; size 193" x 43",
Bengali characters; dated Saka 1681 (ca. A.D. 1759). Paper.

Nawe of the copyist, as given at the end of the MS., is Khelirima Vipra,
— Collated at the Visvabharati,
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B,
Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 413. Folios 164, with about 7-9 lines to
a page; size 20" x 5.2". Bengali characters. Paper.
This fragmentary MS. breaks off at 1. 90. 88, in the middle of Sarhbhavaparvan,
— Collated at the Visvabharats.

Bs .

Dacca, University Library, No. 485. Folios 366, with about 7 lines to a page;
size 17° x 3%". Bengali characters; dated Saka 1708 (ca. A.D. 1786). Much faded old
Indian yellow paper. |

The MS., which is well preserved and neatly written, containing a few corrections
noted in the margins, was obtained from Malatinagar, Bogra District, Bengal. Collations
begin at adhy. 3. — Collated at the Visvabharati.

Bs

Dacea, University Library, No. 735. Folios 346, with about 7 lines to a page;
size 19" x 41".  Bengali characters. Old Indian yellow paper.

Appearance, as well as the script of this MS. (which was obtained from Ula
Bisnagar, Nadia District, Bengal), is somewhat more modern than that of Bs; belongs
apparently to the beginning of the 19th century. Neatly written and fairly correct;
contains occasional brief glosses on margin, apparently by the same hand as that of the
copyist. — Collations begin at adhy. 54. Collated at the Visvabharati.

Da,
Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 80 of A
1879-80. Folios 416, with about 7-10 lines to a page; size 153" x 6%". Devanigarl
characters, Old Indian glossy paper.

Text with commentary of Arjunamiséra; written neatly but extremely corrupt and
unintelligible in places, on account of the scribe’s inability to read the exemplar correctly.
The MS. has many short and long blanks in the text, which support the latter surmise.
Lt has very fow glosses and corrections, but a large number of variants noted in the margin,
The text is written in threc strips: the upper and lower ones comprise the commentary,
while the central band, which has generally a still wider margin, is the (epic) text. The
references to speaker (such as Bgae Iarw) and colophons are written in red ink. The
colophons give generally adhyiya and sub-parvan names. Slokas are generally numbered ;
adhyiyas are almost regularly numbered from adhy. 45 to 109. The MS. is almost
consistent in writing ¥ sg (for smA°) Fqrv. Punctuation is most imperfect. In the
numbering of the folios, number 2 is repeated.

Das
Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), Vidrambag I,
No. 468. Folios 415, with about 10 lines to a page; sizc 157" x 6.6". Devanagarl
characters; dated V. Sam. 1676 (ca. A.D. 1620). Indian paper.

Text with commentary of Arjunamiéra. The MS. is from Dambal, a Jagir in
the Kanarese Districts of the Deccan, and the last folio contains several stanzas in praise
of a certain Gopalabhatta, a learned Pandit of great fame, who got the MS, written:



b 44 PROLEGOMENA

Wigimu ARTIATHIAAiEa N wF
o AT g I ER R TR gl
TRNFaE A ssagan r?m?ﬁu'gﬁ
et ety AR Stecit: 4 SPRFAL mll
greT Rt ot grrdt axfrn-
AT qomTEa aeta age |
Faton: FrFFIe ZTHEARL T TR O
WP FfY fAsad grrsweg: )
frmmerer arRrafg oty Rrfdaed
AT T (e HH RS TReTRA e o< |
frx stmgen sRmfY qea: gag San:
At o e i antes 3 @ R mi wm
g & g gepErEET: |
gt Ty Tyl e -
a2ft wrarErsT sfy fee sz ggaT

Tho date of the MS. is given as a chronogram corresponding to V. Samvat 1676 (ca. A.D.
1620). Double dandas in red ink aro inserted indiscriminately in the middle of the
toxt. The writing, which is full of mistakes, is uniform but not neat. No corrections are,
however, to be seen, the MS. being, perhaps, not much used. Notwithstanding the fact
that this MS. agrces, page for page, with Dai, there are many small differences between
them; neither can be a dircet copy of the other; they must go back to a more remote
common source. It appears to be older, and is less corrupt, than Dai.  In the numbering
of the folios, figure 1 is repeated. The colophons contain the names of adhyiyas and sub-
parvans gencrally ; but $loka numbers or adhyiya numbers only sporadically. The MS.
has a few blanks in the text and commentary.

Dm
MS. belonging to Sardar M. V. Kibe of Indore. Folios 446, with about 8-10
lines to a page; size 18-2" x 7.3". Devanagari characters. Thick Indian paper.

Text with commentary of Nilakantha. Folios 439, 442, 444-5 are written by a
different hand. The commentary, and even the text, is sometimes continued on the
margin, Sporadically one comes across corrcctions or readings noted in the margin;
ocoasionally also corrections in the body are made by scoring out the portion to be deleted
or by writing over, or with ycllow pigment. The MS. is, on the whole, correct and very
clearly written. Dandas are marked in red ink. What would have been blanks in the space
left for the text or commentary are often filled up by the addition of pious invocations
such as it &7 uw 1 »fatsagfam aa: 1 ete.  Adhyayas are sporadically numbered and
Slokas are regularly numbered in both the text and the commentary. The colophons
give, in general, the adhyiya name or sub-parvan name. The last colophon contains the
date: I$vara samvatsara, mirgadirsa $uddha 13, which cannot be identified.
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Dns

Mysore, Oriental Library, No. 1064. Folios 448, with about 22 lines to a page;
size 15}" x 6}". Devanigari characters; dated V. Sarhvat 1864 (ca. A.D.1808). Papor.

Text with commentary of Nilakaptha.

Dns

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 234 of
1895-1902. Folios 683, with about 9 lines to a page; size 15.2"x7.2". Devaniigarl

characters. Thick Indian paper.

Text with commentary of Nilakantha. Bold and clear letters; generally correct ;
margins are almost clean. Slokas and adhyiyas are throughout numbered. As in Da,
blanks were filled with invocations and names of various gods. The lemmata do not
always fit the (epic) text. Colophons and the references to the speakers (and for some
initial folios even dandas) are in red ink, but only up to fol. 470.

Dn
Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1246. Folios 448, with about 11 lines
to-a page; size 15" x 63". Devanigari characters. Paper.

Text with the commentary of Ratnagarbha. — Collations end at adhy. 2. Collated
at Tanjore.

Dr,s

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1199. Folios 806, with about 10-13
lines to a page; size 16" x 63". Decvanagari characters. Paper.

Text with the commentary of Ratnagarbha. — Collations end at adhy. 2. Collated
at Tanjore.

Drs

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1313. Folios 866, with about 11-18
lines to a page; size 16" x 6}". Davandgarl characters; dated S aka 1628 (ca. A.D.
1701). Paper.

Text with the commentary of Ratnaaarbha. MS. dated, in the Saka year 1623
(current) corresponding to Vrga, Sunday the 13th (of the bright half) of the month
of Agadha. — Collations end at adhy. 2. Collated at Tanjore.

Dr,

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1339. Folios 108, with about 11-22
lines to a page; size 16" x 63", Devanagari characters. Paper.

Text with the commentary of Ratnagarbha. This fragment contains only about
90 adhyzyas of this edition. The number of lines on each folio fluctuates with the
amount of commentary which each folio contains, and which of course, varies considerably.
~— Collations end at adhy. 2. Collated at Tanjore.
3
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D

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 29 of A
1879-80. Folios 30, with about 16-17 lines to a page; size 12" x7.15". Devanagari
characters. Fine cream-coloured paper.

For the first 140 folios or so, colophons and part references to speakers (such as
8w 3°) are generally in red ink; then occasionally. Colophons sporadically give
adhyay: or sub-parvan name and number of adhyiayas (especially towards the end of the
parvan); stanzas are not numbered. The MS. is gencrally correct; margins are clean.
— This is a complete MS. of Mbh., copied apparently from diffcrent exemplars; some
parvans have the commentary of Nilakantha, while others contain some old text tradition
(0. g. “M” of the Tentative Edition of the Viritaparvan). The MS. is of modern date,
being written on paper with water-marks.  Some of the parvans bear dates at the end, but
these scem to be copied from the origiuals; thus, Santi ( Moksadharma ) has Saka 1680,
while Dinadharma hus Saka 1675.  The last parvan bears the date: 3¢9 FammETeas.

D,

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1152, Folios 840, with about 10 lines

to a page; size 13"x5L1". Devanagari characters; dated V., Sam. 1654 (ca. A.D.
1698). DPaper.

The MS. was written on Friday the 13th of Asadba $uddha of V. Sam. 1654, at
Benares by a Brahmana called Govinda, and belonged to Visudevabhatta, — Collated
at Tunjore,

Ds
Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1360, Folios 120, with about 10 lines to
a page; sizo 14" x 61", Devanigari characters.  Paper.

Incomplete, breuking off at the end of adhy. 76 (of our edition), in the middle of
the Yayati bpxsodo, whwh, in this MS. (as in S MSS.), precedes the Sakuntala episode.
— Collated at Tanjore,

D,
Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library,*No. 1126. Folios 235, with about 11 lines to
a pago; size 16" x 63". Dcvanigari characters. Paper.

Many corrections and additions, the MS. being compared with another of the
Southern recension, extracts from which have been written out on the margin, and on
supplementary folios. — Collated at Tanjore.

Ds

Lahore, Dayanand Anglo-Vedic College Library, No. 4, Folios 246, with about
12-14 lincs to a page; size 12" x5". Devanagari characters; dated V. Sar. 1858 (ca.
A.D. 1802). Paper. — Collated at the Visvabharati.



PROLEGOMENA - X

Ds

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1223.  Folios 293, with about 12 lines to
a page ; size 14" x 6}”. Devanagari characters. Paper. '

An old MS,, but with clear and legible writing; well preserved. — Collations end at
adby. 53. Collated at Tanjore.

Dy

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1263. Folios 262, with about 11 lines to
a page; sizc 14" x 5{". Devanagarl characters.  Paper.

Clear and legible writing ; well prescrved. — Collations end at adhy. 53. Collated
at Tanjore.

Ds

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1329. Folios 196, with about 16-18 lines
to a page; size 15}" x 7”.  Devanigari characters. Paper.

A comparatively modern MS. — Collations end at adhy. 2. Collated at Tanjore.

Dy

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1176. Folios 279, with about 11 lines to
a page; size 153" x 53",  Devanigari characters. Paper,

Fol. 1-2 are badly damaged. — Collations end at adhy. 2. Collated at Tanjore.

Do
Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1293. Folios 352, with about 10 lines
to a page; size 134" x 5}". Devanigari characters. Papoer.,

Last leaf torn; well-preserved; cloar and legible writing. — Collations end at
adhy. 2.  Cbllated at Tanjore.

Du

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, Nb. 1340. Folios 290, with about 11-18 lines
to a page; size 14" x 53", Devanagari characters, Paper.

Written, perhaps, by four different scribes, — Collations end at adhy. 2. Collated
«at Tanjore,

D

Tz}njore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1373, Folios 21, with about 12 lines to
a page; size 14}" x 6".  Devanagari characters. Paper.

Incomplete, containing only the first two adhyiyas. — Collated at Tanjore.
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Dus

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI ), Vidrimbag 11,
No. 191. Folios 221, with about 13 lines to a page; size 14.25" x 6.05". Devanagari
characters. Old Indian glossy paper.

Fragmentary, folios 1-7 wanting ; begins with sorgergd ard (1. 1. 205). Text very
similar to Arjunamiére’s; neatly written and generally correct; marginal corrections are
few and far between. Adhydya names or sub-parvan names are given, but the élokas or
adhyayas are not numbered. The reference to narrators is, at first, given at random as
dRears and g 3°, but then the ecribe settles down to @ 3°. The collations are given, as a
matter of fact, only from 1. 1. 205 to the end of adhy. 2.

Das

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), Vidrimbig II,
No. 266. Folios 1-121 (fol. 122-189 of this MS. are found under Visrambag II, No. 86),
with about 15 lines to a page; size 18"x 6}". Devanigari characters. Old Indian
unglazed paper.

MS. No. 267 of the same Collection is of Sabha with commentary and written by
the same hand. — Folio 79 is wanting. Carefully written, has very few corrections,
which are made by use of yellow pigment, and a few marginal additions; gives, as a rule,
numbers to slokas and adhyiyas; also mentions generally sub-parvan and adbyaya names,
— Collated up to the end of adhy. 2 only.

T:
Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math MS. ( without number). Folios 195, with about
11 lincs to a page; size 16-1" x 2:3”.  Telugu characters. Palm-leaf.

MS. kindly lent by His Holiness the Yatiraj Swami. Contains Adi and Sabhs,
written probably by the same hand; writing clear and correct; adhyaya ends are shown
by a small floral (or spiral) design engraved in the right and left margins of the MS.;
adhyayas are regularly numbered, but not the élokas. It is one of the few Southern
MSS. which contain the ( Northern) salutatory stanza arge aqegw ete

Ts
Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11865. Folios 400, with about 6 lines
to a page; size 21" x 1§". Telugu characters, Palm-leaf.

Fragmentary ; breaking off at the end of our adhy. 181 (corresponding to its adhy.
140); from adhy. 182, it is replaced in our critical apparatus by the next MS. Ts.
— Collated at Tanjore.

Ts
Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11809. Folios 164, with about 12 lines
to a page; size 294" x 23", Telugu characters. Palm-leaf.

An old MS., containing the first five parvans; script small, but clear. — Collations
begin at adhy. 182; used only to supplement the portion missing in Ts. Collated
at Tanjore,
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G

Melkote, Yadugm Yatiraj Math MS. (without number). Folios 110, with about
16~21 lines to a page; size 187" x 1. 8°. Grantha characters. Palm-leaf.

Leaves are very brittle, and worm-eaten in places; large picces have broken off,
leaving many lacunae. The holes for the string have enlarged, perhaps from constant
use, destroying some parts of the text, written round them.

Gs

Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math MS. (without number). Folios 202, with about
15-17 lines to a page; size 14.5” x 2:1". Grantha characters. Palm-leaf.

The MS. contains the first 4 parvans: Adi, Sabha, Arapya and Virita, written
probably by the same hand. Slightly worm-eaten; but, on the whole, a well preserved
old MS. with clear and legible writing.

Gs

. Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11823. Folios 816, with about 10 lines
to a page; size 163" x 1§". Grantha characters. Palm-leaf, = Collated at Tanjore.

Gs
Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11838. Folios 477, with about 6 lines to
a page; size 19" x 13". Grantha characters. Palm-leaf.

An old and well-preserved MS., with clear and legible writing, but many corrections.
— Collated at Tanjore.

Gs
. Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11851. Folios 320, with about 8 lines to
a page; size 19" x 14", Grantha characters. Palm-leaf.
The MS. contains the Sabha also, probably written by the same hand. A well-
preserved old MS., with clear and legible writing. — Collated at Tanjore.

Gs

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11860. Folios 824, with about 8 lines to
a page; size 183" x 1§". Grantha characters. Palm-leaf.

MS. written by Kadipati, on the 22nd of the month of Kumbha, in the year
Krodhi. = Collated at Tanjore.

Gh

Melkote, Yadugm Yatiraj Math MS, (without number). Folios 217, with about
12-14 lines to a page; size 19-2”" x 2", Grantha characters. Palm-leaf,
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Clear and legible writing; worm-eaten in places. Being a conflated MS,, it was
discontinued after adhy. 2. It is one of the few Southern MSS. which begin with the
(Northern) salutatory stanza, arranw awegg cte., added later in the narrow upper margin
of the first folio, in very fine writing. Its place of insertion is indicated by a “harhsapiada”,
inscrted immediately after its first mangala stanza (9*). — Collated up to the end of
adhy. 2 only.

M,
MS. from the private library of the Chief of Idappalli, Cochin. Folios 79.
Malayilam characters. Palm-leaf.

Sccured on loan and got collated kindly by Prof. K. Rama Pisharoti. No further
details of the MS. arc available. Incomplete MS., ending with adhy. 53, the final
adhyaya of the Astikaparvan, — Collated at Sanskrit College, Tripunittura, Cochin,

M,
Cochin, State Library, No. 5. Folios 122.  Malayilam characters. Palm-leaf.
The MS. was roturned to the Cochin State Library after collation. No further

dotails of the MS. are available. Incomplete MS,, ending with adhy. 53, the final
adhyiya of the Astikaparvan.

M
Cochin, State Library, No. 1. Folios 166, with about 12-13 lines to a page; size
19.9" x 1.6".  Malayilam characters ; dated Kollam 1013 (ca. A.D. 1838). Palm-leaf.
A modern MS,, perhaps less than 100 years old; adhyiya numbers and $loka
numbers are given. The adhyiya ends are shown by a floral design, inscribed in
the margins.

M,
MS. from the private library of Kallenkara Pisharam, Cochin. Folios 57.
Malayilam characters.  Palm-leaf.
The MS. was returned to the owner immediately after collation. No further
details of the MS, are available. Incomplete, cnding with adhy. 53, the final adhy. of the
Astikaparvan.

M;

MS. frown the Paliyam MSS. Library, Cochin. Folios 245. Malayilam characters.
Palm-leaf.

Scecured for collation by courtesy of Mr. P, Anujan Achan, now Superintendent,
Avrchaeological Department, Cochin State.

M,
MS. from the private library of Nareri Mana, Malabar. Folios 163, with about
10 lines to & page; size 18" x 1.6".  Malayilam characters. Palm-leaf.
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Incomplete MS., adhy. 1-53 wanting (i. e. begins with the Adivarhéivatarana
sub-parvan ); writing clear and legible ; generally correct; margins are clean. — Collations
begin from adhy. 54.

M
MS. from the private library of Avapapparambu Mana, Gochin. Folios 170, with
about 10 lines to a page; size 20-5" x 1.8".  Malayalam characters. Palm-lecaf.
Clear and legible writing ; leaves are in perfect preservation, not a single leaf being
worm-eaten ; probably not very old. — Seribe has left many blanks in the writing space,
whenever the surfacc of the leaf was uneven or rugged. — Collated from adhy. 54,

Ms

Malabar, Poomulli Mana Library, No. 297, Folios 183, with about 10 lines to a
page. Malayalam clLaracters; dated Kollam 1017 (ca. A.D. 1842). Palm-leaf.

Collated from adhy. 54,

In view of the great unevenness of the critical apparatus, and of the consequent
difficulty likely to be experienced by readers using the eritical notes (printed at the foot
of the page) in ascertaining what marfuscripts have been added, discontinued, or discarded
at different points of the text, I append, on the following pago, a table which shows
at a glancc just what manuscripts have been actually collated for different portions of
the text. Even the larger lacunac of the manuscripts, which cannot be casily ascertained,
have been exhibited in this table.  Only such (small) omissions have been, as a rule,
ignored as are specifically mentioned in the footnote itself pertaining to the particular

stanza, and which are thercfore brought to the notice of the reader as soon as he reads the
footnotec.
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TABLE BHOWING THE MSS. COLLATED FOR DIFFERENT PORTIO N8 OF THE TEXT?

S ——

Adhyaya & Sloka Northern Recension MS8S. South. Reo. MSS,
1. 1-204 Ko-e Vi Bi-¢ Da Dn Dr Di-1s. 14 {Th.2 Gi+ Ma-¢
1. 205-2. 39 Ko-e Vi Bi- Da Dn Dr Di-u. T2+ Gis Mi-
2. 40-191 Ko-¢.0 Vi Bi-e Da Dn Dr Di-is T2 Gi—v M=
2. 192-243 Ko« V: Bi-¢ Da Dn Dr Di- Ti: Gs-v Ma-s
3. 1-44 Ko-« Nii: Vi Bi-s Da Dn Di— Tivs Gs-s Mi=s
8. 45-13. 45 Ko-« Nis Vi Bi-s Da Dn Di— Ti.2 Gi-s Mi~s
14. 1-26. 9 Ko« Ni-s Vi Bi-s Da Dn Di- Tis Gi-e Mi-s
26. 10-43, 13 éx Ko-« Ni-s Vi Bi-s Da Dn Di Ti: Gi-s Mi-s
43. 14-47. 19 S, Ko-« Ni-s Vi Bis-s Da Dn Di- Ti 2 Gi—s Mi-s
47. 20-63. 86 S, Ko. 3-4 Ni-s V1 Bis-s Da Dn D Tis Gi-¢e Mi=s
b4. 1-4 S, Ko.3-4 Ni-s Vi Bis-s Da Dn Di-s T Gi~e Ms. 5=
64. 5-56. 3° Si Ko-s Ni-s Vi Bus-s Da Dn  Di-s Tis Gi—s Ms.s-s
65. 3°-60. 61° Ko« Ni-s Vi Bis-s Da Dn Di-s Ti. s Gi—s Mas.s-s
60. 61° -61. 84° S: Ko-« Ni-s Vi Bis-s Da Dn Di-s Tis Gi—e Ms. -3
61. 84°-62. 2 Ko-¢ Ni-s Vi Bis-s Da Dn Di=s Ti.2 Gi-¢ Ms.s-s
62. 3-68. 19 Ko-« Ni-s Vi Bis-e Da Dn Dises T2 Gi¢ Ms. -3
68. 20-74° S, Ko-« Ni-s Vi Bi.s-s Da Dn Disss [T Gi-s Ms.s-s
68. 74°-69, 41° S, Ko-s Ni-s Bi.s—s Da Dn Dises |Tis Gi-s Ms.s=s
69. 41*-51 Si Ko-1.4 Ni-s Bi.s-¢s Da Dn Dises |Ti2 Gi—s Ms.s=s
70. 1-71. 17° Si Ko-1.4 Ni-s Bi.s-s Da Dn Di-s Ti 2 Gi-e Ms.s-s
1. 17°-72. 8°  |Si Ko-« Ni-s Bi.s-s Da Dn Di-s Ti.2 Gi-s Ms.s-3
72. 8°~22 Si Ko-1.¢ Ni-s Bi.s—s Da Dn Di-s Ti.2 Gi-¢ Ms.s-s
2. 28-"14. 4 Ko-1.:+ Ni-s Bis-s Da Dn Di-s Th.2 Gi-s Ms. -3
74. 5-176. 85 Ko-« Ni-s Bi.s~s Da Dn Di-s Ti.2 Gi-6 Mas.s~s
7. 1-178. 20°  Ko-« Ni-s Bi.s-¢s Da Dn Dises [Tz Gi-e Ms.s-s
78. 20°-90. 88 S:1 Ko« Ni-s Bi.s-¢« Da Dn Dizes [Tia Gi-e Ms.s-s
90. 89-92, 13* S Ko-« Ni-s Bi.s.s.6 Da Dn Dises [Tis Gime Ms.s-s
92. 13°-98. 37" |S: Ko-« Ni-s Vi Bus.s.s Da Dn Dizas |Tis Gi-s Ms.s-s
96. 87°-127. 21° |S: Ko-« Ni-s Bi.s.s.6 Da Dn Disses Tiz Gi-s Ms.s-s
127. 21°-181. 40 S, Ko-¢« Ni-s Vi Bus.s.s Da Dn Dises |Tis Gi—s Ms.s-s
182. 1-226. 19 él Ko-s+ Ni-s Vi Bis...o Da Dn Dises |Tis Gi-s Ms.s-s

1 Dis added at 1. 205. — K discontinued from
2. 40, — G1 has lacuna from 2., 192 to 3. 44.
— K¢ Dr Ds-11 Gt discontinued, and N1.3 Bs Ms
added, from 3. 1. — Ns added at 14. 1. — 81 added
at 26, 10. — Baends at 43. 13, — K1 has lacuna
from 47, 20 to 54. 4. — De.1 M1.3.4 discontinued,
aud Bs Mo-3s added, from 54. 1. — &1 has lacuna
from 55. 3* to 60. 61°, and from 61, 84° to 68. 19.

— Ds (whioch transp. the Sakuntald and Yayati
episodes) has lacuna from 62. 3 to 69. 51. — V1
has lacuna from 68. 74® to 92. 13. — Ks has
lacuna from 69. 41% to 71. 17°, and from 72. 8° to
74. 4. — 81 has lacuna from 72, 23 to 78, 20%
—- D3s ends at 76, 35. — Bas ends at 90. 88. — V1
has laouna from 96. 37° to 127. 21%, — T2 ends at
181. 40, — Ts begins from 182. 1.
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TESTIMONIA

As testimonia, or aids of a partial or subsidiary character, there are available,
besides the numerous commentaries, the following three important epitomes of the eleventh
century: (i) the Javanese adaptation Bhiratam (ca. A.D. 1000), (ii) the Telugu
adaptation Andhra Bhiratamu by the Telugu poet Nannaya Bhatta (ca. A.D. 1025),
and (iii) the Sanskrit adaptation Bhiratamaiijari by the Kasmiti poet Ksemendra (ca.
A.D. 1050); as also an important Persian rendering made some centuries later (ca. A. D,
1580) at the instance of that enlightened and sagacious Emperor of lndia with catholic
sympathies, the great Alkbar.

The commentaries collated for this edition are dealt with below, under the
Devanagarl versions. Here it will suffice to observe that, even when accompanied by the
(epic) text, the commentaries are, for reasons which will be explained later on, evidence
only for the actual lemmata and the pathintaras cited. The absence of commentary on a
stanza or a group of stanzas or oven on an adhyiya is, in general, no proof that that particular
passage was lacking in the text used by the commentator. For, clearly, his text may have
contained the passage in question, but he may not have deemed it necessary to comment
upon any portion of it. Nevertheless when the commentary ignores a lengthy and difficult
passage, then there is a strong presumption that the text of the commentator did not contain
the passage. A case in point is the Kanikaniti, a passage of 186 lines, which is entirely
ignored .in Devabodha’s commentary (but hase voked lengthy comments from both
Arjunamisra and Nilakantha), and which is missing in the Kagmiri version,

As regards the old Javaneso adaptation, from the reports of Dutch scholars’ who
have studied the original Javanese text, it appears that only eight out of the eighteen parvans
of the Mabhabharata have been traced so far; namely, Adi, Virata, Udyoga, Bhigma,
Asramavasa, Mausala, Mabiprasthina and Svargarohana. Three of these ( Avramavisa,
Mausala, Mahaprasthina) were the subject of a doctor dissertation, submitted to the
Leyden University by Dr. H. H. Juynboll, as carly as 1893. The Javanese original was
edited by the doctor in Roman characters and rendered into Dutch. Thirteen years later
(1906 ) the same scholar published the text of the Adi (with different readings) in Roman
transcript.’ Of the old Javanese Adiparvan, only a few episodes have been as yet
translated, to wit: the Parvasarmgraha, the Pausya, the Amrtamanthana, the story of
Pariksit and the Sauparna. Unfortunately these translations are not available in India;
at least they were not available to me. .

The chief value of the Javanese adaptation for us lies in the fact that throughout
the old Javancse text are scattered Sanskrit quotations, which appear to have “scrved as
landmarks for writers and hearers or readers”. The text prepared by Dr. Juynboll, which
is based upon eight manuscripts, is reputed to be very accurate, But it is admitted that the
Sanskrit excerpts in the extant Javanese manuscripts are extremely corrupt, and it is a

1 Cf. D. van Hinloopen Labberton, “The Maha- On the Mbh, in the island of Bali, of, R, Friederich,
bharata in Mediaeval Javanese”, JRAS, 1913, 1 ff,, JRAS. 1876, 176 ., 179 (T,
and the literature cited there; also Kurt Wulff, ? Adiparwae, Qudjavaansch Prozageschrift, uitge-

Den old javanske Wirataparva (Copenhagen 1917), geven door Dr. H, H., Juyaboll, ’'8-Gravenhage 1906,
4
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question how far the conjectural restorations by the editor correctly represent the original
readings. It seems to me likely that in his reconstructions Dr. Juynboll was to a certain
extent influenced by the wording of the Vulgate, which is certainly not always original,
To give only one instance, On p. 70, the Javanese manuscripts read (in the Sakuntala
episode ):

paripatyadayah sunu, hirapirepugunditah /,
which is corrupt; it conveys no sense. In the text the editor gives:

pratipadya padi sinur, dharapirenu gunthital; /,
which is nearly the reading of the Culcutta edition (3040). Though the Javanese manus-
cripts are palpably corrupt, yet they have preserved the correct paripatya (for pratipadya
of the Vulgate), which is the reading of the Sirada and K manuscripts of our edition,
We have here to thank the Vulgate for the pratipadyc of Dr. Juynboll’s text |

Notwithstanding, that the period from which this adaptation dates is comparatively
speaking recent, it yet precedes the known date of the manuscripts by several centuries and
is hence of considerable importance for critical purposes, as a witness' independent of and
uninfluenced by the main line of our extant Indian witnesses. Most of the Sanskrit
quotutions of the Javancse text can be traced both in the Northern and the Southern
reccnsions, as may be secn from our Appendix II, at the end of this volume, which
contains a concordance of the Javanecse extracts with the Critical Edition, the Calcutta
Edition, and Sastri’s Southern Recension, A few of the quotations are to be traced to the
“additional” passages in the Northern manuscripts, but none to the specific Southern
“additions”. The conclusion is inevitable that the text of the Sanskrit Adiparvan used by
the Javanesc writers must have belonged to the Northern rccension, a conclusion already
suggested by the sequence of the Sakuntald and Yayati episodes, which is the Northern
sequence,  This does not necessarily mean that the entire Javanese Bharatam represents
tho Northern recension. It is quite likely that some of the parvans utilized by the
Javanese adapters belonged to the Southern recension. The late Mr. Utgikar® was
inclined to think that the Javanese Viritaparvan was of the Southiern type. The point
will have to be re-examined in the light of further evidence. The books were preserved
and handed down separately ; conscquently the genesis of cach parvan must be investigated
separately.

The Telugu adaptation, the Andhra Bharatamu,® is a metrical epitome of the
Mahibhirata, commenced by Nannaya Bhatta, a court poet of the Fastern Calukya king
Vispuvardhana, who had his capital at Rajarmundry, on the East Coast of India, and who
appears to have ruled between 1022 and 1066.* The torso of the Telugu rendering left
behind by Nannaya, consisting of a version of the first two parvans and of a part of the
third, was comploted many years later by two other pocts. Nannaya’s version is valuable
for the light it throws on the condition of the Southern recension—or, strictly speaking,
of the Telugu version—in the eleventh century of the Christian era, especially in view of

! Particularly valuable, as the Indian MSS, are 8 V. Ramasvami & Sons, Madras 1924-29,
mostly conflated. 4 Cf. Venkatachellam Iyer, Notes of a Study of
* The Virataparvan (Poona 1923 ), Iutroduction, the Preliminary Chapters of the Mahabharaia
p. XIIT, aud 481, 2. 167 f, ( Madras 1922), pp. 97-100,
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the fact that Nannaya has included in his poem an accurate rendering of the Parvasarh.
graha, giving the number of $lokas in each of the parvans of his Mahaibharata.! The
figure for the stanzas of the Adiis 9984, which shows that the text used by Nannaya
must have been substantially of the same size as that preserved in the extant Southern
manuscripts, The poet is reported to have followed the original fairly closely. Notable
is consequently his omission of Brahma’s visit to Vyisa.® .

Curiously enough, the third old important epitome of the Mahabhirata which we
possess, the Bhiratamaiijarl by Ksemendra,® belongs to tho same century as the two
epitomes mentioned above, since this Kasmiri poet must also be assigned to the middle of the
eleventh century.* Biihler and Kirste have given in their Indian Studics, No. 2 (pp. 30f.),
the results of a careful comparison of Kgemendra’s abstract with the Bombay text of the
Mahabhirata, They show that Ksemendra’s text contains both additions and omissions
as compared with the latter.® Of the omissions they note: adhy. 4, 24, 45-48, 66, 94, 139,
and parts of adhy. 141 and 197 of the Vulgate. Of these, adhy. 4 is, as pointed out by
Biihler and Kirste, a short introductory chapter, a variant of adhy. 1; adhy. 45-48 aro a
repetition (with variations) of adhy. 13-15; adhy. 66 is a variant of the preceding
adhyiya; adhy. 94 is a variant of adhy. 95 (prose), which is selected by Kgemendra for
his purpose;’ finally, stanzas 44 to end of adhy. 197 are a repetition of a part of adhy. 169.
The reason for the omission of these adhyiyas is thus clear: they arc mere repetitions.
The remaining adhyiyas, which are missing and whose omission Buhler-Kirste could not
account for, namely, adhy. 24, 139, and 141 (stanzas 1-19 ) are also misging in many of
our Mahibhdrata manuseripts and have accordingly been omitted in the constituted text
as well.  To these must be added the important omission of adhy. 140 of the Vulgate, the
Kanikaniti, which is likewise omitted Ly Ksemendra, an omission which appears to have
been overlooked by Biihler and Kirste,

The collaborating authors felt justified in concluding that the omissions and
additions “are just such liberties as any Kiavya poet would take in making a similar
abridgement.” They were also of opinion that the original cannot have differed very
essentially from our current texts, that is, the Vulgate. This is correct up to a certain
point. A comparison with the different versijms shows that Ksemendra’s version agrees,
as was to be expected, most closely with the Saradd. On comparing the divisions of the
Maiijari with those given in Bombay or Calcutta editions of the Mahabharata, Bithler and
Kirste were struck by the fact that the Maifijari divisions agreed better with the course of
the narrative ; and they give examples to show that the arrangement of the Maifijari is more
logical. That is quite natural, because the old Northern manuscripts, which this edition

1 The figures of Nannaya's Andhra Bharatamu 4 Keith, 4 History of Sanskrit Literature, p. 136,

are now given by Professor P, P. 8, Sastri in his * op. cit. p. 30.

edition of the Mahi@bharata, Bouthern Recension, 6 As is done also by the redactors of the

Vol. II, Iutroduction, p. XXX (Scheme of Slokas ). Javanese Bharatam; cf. Labberton, JRAS, 1913, 7

They were first published by Venkatachellam Iyer, “The knotty point as to the more reliable of the

op. cit. p. 311, two sets [of genealogies] is decided by our Old
3 Cf. Venkatachellam Iyer, op. oit. p. 99, Javanese toxt in favour of the second, that being
8 Ed. Kavyamala, No. 64 (1898). the only one it knows”,
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follows, fully support the arrangement of the Maijari, whereas the divisions adopted in
the Vulgate are secondary and quite corrupt.

The Persian translation' of the Mahidbhdrata, made in the reign of Emperor
Akbar, being still unedited, could not be consulted. A very full account of this rendering
has, however, been given by the late Dr. Sir Jivanji Jamshedji Modi in a paper read before
the First Oricntal Conference at Poona in November 1919 and published in the Annals
of this Institute.® Of all the Sanskrit works Akbar got translated, the Mahabhirata, it
appears, had his most carncst attention.

Several eminent poets and scholars had a hand in translating the Great Epic of
India into Persian,  The A’in-e-Akbart gives the following names: Naqib Khin, Maulana
*‘Abdu’l-Qadir Badayan], and Shaikh Sultin of Thanesar, to which the Muntakhab-1't-
Tawarikh adds the names of Mulla Sheri, and Shaikh Faizi (the brother of Abu’l-Fazl).

“ Badaoni translated”, we are informed by Sir Jivanji," on the authority of
contemporaneous chronicles, “two out of the eighteen sections. Mulla Sheri and Naqib
Khan did a part of the work and tho rest was completed by Sultan Haji of Thanessar.
Shaikh Faizi converted their ‘rough translation into elegant prose and verse, but he did
not complete more than two sections.” Sultin Haji, then revised these two sections and
verse.  Not only did he do so, but he also revised his work which formed a large share of
the work.” Quoting Badayani, Sir Jivanji continucs: “The Hiji aforesaid revised these
two sections, and as for the omissions which had taken place in his first edition, those defects
he put right, and comparing it word for word was brought to such a point of perfection
that not a fly-mark of the original was omitted”! The preface to this translation was
from the pen of that gifted courtier of Akbar who has left us such an admirable account
of the Emperor’s reign, Abu'l-Fazl. This Persian version appears to have been a free
rendering of the original, made by Muslim poets and scholars at the Court of Akbar, to
whom the sensc of the original had been cxplained by Hindu pandits, under the orders of
the Emperor.

There are numcrous other vernacular abstracts of the Mahabhirata besides the
Telugu abstract mentioned above, but most of them are of a late date. Moreover, they
are all far too free to be of much use to us in reconstructing the text of the Mahibharata.

Besides these abstracts and adaptations, there are parallel versions of certain
passages or cven of whole episodes to be met with in other works. Thus we have a
parallel version of the Sakuntala episode (adhy. 62ff.), in the Padmapurina;* of the
Yay ati episode (adhy. 71 ft.), in the Matsyapurina;® of the story of Ruru (adhy 8 ff.),
in the Devibhagavata; of a portion of Samudramanthana (adhy. 16 f.), again in the
Matsyapurina; of a portion of a cosmogonic passage (1. 60. 54 ff.), in the Ramayapa.

1 CI Holtzmanp, Das Makabdharata, 3. 110; and
A Ludwig, “Das Mahabhiarata als Epos und
Reohtsbuch” ( Review ), pp. 66 ff., 93 ff.

? Cf.vol. 6 (1924-25), pp. 84 ff. & ABI. 6. 95,

* Cf. Belloni-Filippi, *“La leggenda Mahabha-
ratiana di Sakuntal nell’ edizione oritica di Poona”,

Giornale della Socicta Asiatica Italiana (NS). 2
(1932). 135-140.

® Cf. Gaya Prasad Dixit, “A Textual Comparison
of the Story of Yayati as found in the Mahabbarata
and the Matsyapurana”, Proc. Fifth Ind. Orient.
Con/. (Lahore 1930), vol. 1, pp. 721 £,
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There is more distant connection between our Sauparpa (adhy. 14 ff.) and the pseudo-
vedic Suparpidhyiys.! Some of the stanzas of the Adi are cited, with or without
mention of the source, in the Tantravirttika of Kumarila Bhatta (e. g. our 1, 1. 209), as
also in the Bhagyas of Acirya Samkara (e. g. our 1. 1. 87 ). A few of the sententious
stanzas (e, g.our 1. 74. 1 ff.) reour, with variation, in Buddhist literature,! while stray
stanzas are to be found again in the Khilas of the Rgveda (e. g. our 1. 53. 22f.)°, the
Manusmrti* (e. g. our 1. 8. 94) and the Brhaddevati® (e.g. our 1.59.12). Onc of
our stanzas (1. 119. 6) has been cited in the Dhvanyaloka of Anandavardhana, as by
Maharsi Vyasa. There are probably many stanzas which remain to be identified.

It is perhaps well to add in this place that a certain amount of caution is necessary
in making any critical usc of citations of stray Mahabharata stanzas we meet with again in
other works. 'We must, in the first place, bear in mind that most of the other works have
yet to be properly edited. Even in critically edited texts we must take into account
the various readings of the passage in question in the manuscripts collated. Then in the
case of citations wo must allow for failures of memory ; since in ancient times the stanzas
were almost invariably quoted from memory, and the quotation was never compared with
the original.  Morcover we must never forget that probably from time immemorial there
have existed local versions of the Mahabharata. The citations made even by very old
writers werce from these local versions, A. citation by a writer of the eighth century or
cven the sixth century proves nothing for the Ur-Mahibhirata, that ideal but impossible
desideratum; though the citation is far older than our manuscripts, it is evidence only for
the text of the local Mahibharata in the eighth, respectively the sixth century,
notwithstanding that the differences between the various recensions and versions of the
Mababhirata must diminish as we go back further and further.

1 Cf. Jarl Charpentior, Dic Suparnasage, Upp- (1892), p. b21, stanzas B-85.

sala 1920, 2. 111.
1 Franke, ‘Jataka-Maliablhirata~Paralleln”, W2 ’ Winternitz, “Brhaddevatia und Mahabharata”,
KM, 20 (1906). 323, 357 £, WZKM. 20 (1906). 1 fi.; espcially, pp. 10£, 28 ¢,

8 Cf. Max Miiller’s edition of the Rgveds, vol. 4 ' 31, 84.
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EXPLANATION OF THE S8IGLA USED IN THE ABOVE PEDIGREE

N is the ultimate source from which all versions of the Northern recension are,
directly or indirectly, derived.

vy is the lost archetype of the North-Western group, appreciably shorter than any
of the other known versions ( textus simplicior).

K iy a specific Devanigari version allied to the Saradi (or Kagmiii) version
(sharply distinguished from other Devanigari versions), of which one MS. (Ki) is the
direct copy of a Saradi original.  The version is largely contaminated from MSS. of the

(central) sub—recension (7)), and in part, also from some unknown Southern sources.
Exact provenance of the version is unknown,

T is the intermediate (inflated) source from which all versions of the central
sub-recension are dcrived (comprising the Eastern and Western groups), occupying a
position intermediate between the North-Western and the Southern groups. It contains
a considerable number of secondary additions (including repetitions), as ulso a very large
number of verbal alterations and corruptions.

e i8 the lost archetype of the Eastern group (comprising the Nepali, Maithili and
Bengali versions), which is free from the additions and alterations made later in certain

Devanagari MSS.

S is the ultimate source from which all versions of the Southern recension are,

directly or indirectly, derived and which is appreciubly longer than N, and far more
elaborate (textus ornatior).

o is the lost archetype of T G, containing a large number of corruptions and
secondury additions, from which M is free,
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A CRITICAL SURVEY OF THE RECENSIONS AND THEIR VERSIONS

THE TWO RECENSIONS

The textual criticism of the Mahabhirata proceeds from the incontrovertible fact
that the text of the Great Epic has been handed down in two divergent forms, a Northern
and a Southern recension, texts typical of the Aryivarta and the Daksipipatha. With the
realization of this patent contrast began the Mahabhiarata textual criticism nearly fifty
years ago, when Protap Chandra Roy brought out his popular edition of the Mahabharata
(1883-96), under the auspices of the Datavya Bhirata Karyilaya. A brief account of
the controversy to which the publication of this edition of the Mahibharata gave rise is to
be found in Roy’s writings.! We are told there that the appearance of his edition was
hailed by The Hindu of Madras, that great bulwark of Dravidian Hinduism, in its issue
dated November 22, 1885, with the publication of a bellicose letter, headed “Another
edition of the Mahablarate”, purporting to give an account of the proceedings of a public
meecting held at Mayaveram, and containing an outspoken and trenchant criticism of Roy’s
edition by one Mr. Sreenivasa Sastrial. This worthy gentleman thought Roy’s edition to
be “sadly defective in the text and that this defect is detrimental to the religious interests
as many portions supporting the Advaita and Vasishta-audvaita (sic) doctrines, but
unfavourable to the Sakti worshippers of the North, have been omitted”. It was sad,
thercfore,” bemoaned this aggrieved protagonist of the Southern Recension, “that the
gencrous gentleman of the North, Protapa Chandra Roy, that undertook to edit the text,
should decline the responsibility of editing the text as correctly as possible and to compare
various manuscripts of the text from Southern India.” Mr. Sreenivasa Sastrial, it is
reported, “instanced one or two portions of the Mahabhdrata, omitted in the Calcutta
edition, which can be proved by indisputable testimony to have existed in the earliest copies
of the work.” One wonders, where and how this esteemable gentleman could have got
hold of “the earlicst copics” of the work; or rather, just how early were the copies he was
referring to. “Again, many verses”, complained this Vaignava propagandist, “quoted by
the great philosophers of the South in support of their respective doctrines, are not to be
found in Mr. Protapa Chandra Roy’s edition” |

The reply of Protap Chandra Roy is mot altogether without interest. He ruefully
admitted—what we must even now admit—that “there can be no edition of the Mahablha-
rate, how carefully edited socver, that would please scholars of every part of India.. . .Like
other ancient works that have come down to us from century to century by the method of
manual transcription, large interpolations have been inserted in this great work.* To settle,
at this fag-end of the nineteenth century, what portions are genuine and what otherwise,
is. except in a very few instances, simply impossible”, With highly commendable

¥ Cf. the letter addressed by Roy to the Editor (1887). BSee also Holtzmann, Das Mahkdbhdrata,
of The Hindu (Madras) and published on the cover 3. 33,

of fascicule XXIX of Lis translation of the Mbh, 3 Jtalios mine!
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objectivity, Roy then procecds to enunciate a critical principle, which, simple—nay,
obvious—as it is, many a reputable scholar of India will find difficult to appreciate even at
the present day. ‘1 know of no method”, wrote Roy, nearly fifty years ago, “except that of
taking that only as undoubtedly genuine which occurs in all the manuscripts of the East, the
North, the West, and the Sorth”! *‘As far as my edition is concerned”, he continued, “it
is substantially based on that of the Royal Asiatic Society of Bengal, published about
forty-five years ago under the superintendence of a few learned Pandits of Bengal aided, as I
believe, by an English orientalist of repute. . . .Manuscripts had been procured from all parts
of India (the South unexcepted) and these were carefully collated. Although edited with
such care, I have not, however, slavishly followed the Society’s edition. I have compared
it carcfully with the Mahariajah of Burdwan’s text in the Bengalee character which was
edited with still greater care. About 18 manuscripts procured from different parts of
India (the South not excepted) were carefully collated by the Burdwan Pundits before
they admitted a single sloka as genuine. I have very frequently referred to this Burdwan
edition also for checking the Society’s text. . . .Besides the published texts, I have now and
then referred to certauin manuscripts. These, however, are all of Bengal. I am willing to
consult any approved manuscript of Southern India. . . .I conclude by repeating that I have
no complaint against Mr. Sreenivasa. On the other hand, 1 freely admit that an edition
like the one projected by him will be a valuable accession to the libraries of all scholars in
India and in countries out of India. Only the same remarks that he has applied to -ny
edition will, I am confident, apply to Lis, when a Pundit of Northern or Western India
takes it up for notice or review, unless, of course, the learned Sastrial includes, without
critical examination, (very passage bearing on both the Advaite and the Cakte worship.
I may assure Mr. Sastrial, however, that in that case, in his attempt to please every
body he will, like the painter in the fable, please none, particularly among readers of
Judgment and critical discrimination. The fact is, that the divergences of manuscripts are
so great that it is perfectly impossible to produce an edition that could at once satisfy both
Aryavarte and Ddakshinatya.” That edition, alas, so bravely and enthusiastically planned
by Mr. Sreenivasa Sastrial, to which reference is made in the above extract, appcars never
to have seen the interior of any printing establishment !

I have quoted Protap Chandra Roy in extenso, not merely because of the
interesting sidelight his remarks throw on the question of the different editions of the
Mahabharata, projected or planned, in or just before his time, but also because of some
remarkably sound principles of textual criticism, briefly, but clearly, propounded therein
by him. Protap Chandra Roy had grasped the Malidbharata Problem in all its
essentials,  DBut the time was not yet ripe for the actual preparation of a critical edition of
the Mahabharata.

The differences between the two recensions of the Mahabharata must not be
underratod. Between them there lies, to start with, the irksome barrier of scripts. It is
no exaggeration to say that in India to the Northerners, the Southern versions written in
Southern scripts, ordinarily speaking, were and are sealed books; on the other hand, the
Southerners, with the possible exception of a few learned Pandits—who, in fact, after a
hulf-hearted admission of cpic poetry into the .realm of literature, cheerfully leave the
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study of the bulk of the Mabibharata text to t}meir less gifted brethren——could not
and cannot decipher the Northern scripts, perhzf.p‘s with the exception of the Devanagari.

When one laboriously surmounts this initial obstacle, and starts to compare the
two recensions, one finds, to one’s surprise, that the difference between them begins, as a
matter of fact, with the very division of the Mahibhirata into its various parvans!
Against the commonly accepted, conventional division of the epio into cightetfn books
(parvans), there is the Southern division into twenty-four.! More surprising still is the
fact that the Adiparvan itself, the very first book of the epic (with which alone we aro, in
fact, here concerned), is sub divided in Southern manuscripts into three (Adi, Astika and
Sarhbhava), or at least into two (Adi and Sarhbhava) scparate major parvans? Let me
emphasize that it is the main large divisions ( parvans) of the epic I am here referring to,
and 7ot the hundred (sub-)parvans (also called upaparvans or antahparvans). The
sub-parvans, in point of fact, could not come into question here at all. Only the Northern
manuscripts, a8 a rule, mention wn thewr colophons the names of the sub-parvans; the
Southern manuscripts ignore (as far as I can say at present, uniformly ) this detail, very
rarcly mentioning, in their colophons, the name of the corresponding sub-parvan. We
have, therefore, no means of knowing precisely the number and the limits of the sub-
parvans in the Southern scheme, ecxcept, of course, the meagre and ambiguous data
ot the Parvasarhgraha (Adi 2) itself.*

It is true that the Southern (printed) editions (not excepting Professor P. P. S.
Sastri’s eritical edition of the Southern recension, as far as it has gone) follow the division
of the epic uniformly into the conventional cighteen books.” But in so far as they do
that, the editors, it seems to me, must be overriding knowingly (but without giving the
fact inexpedient prominence) the clear and unmistakable testimony of Southern manu-
scripts. They prefer to sacrifice the Southern manuseript tradition and make their editions
harmonize with the data of the Parvasarhgraha: always a grave blunder; because, clearly,
the data of the Parvasarmngraha can be manipulated far more easily than thosc of the
manuscripts of the text. The Parvasamgraha, if compiled, originally, on the basis of some
Northern version,® would certainly not fit the Southern recension exactly, even when the
Parvasamgraha was first compiled.

1 HHee the remarks of Burnell, 4 Classified Index
to the Sanskrié MSS. in the Palace at Tanjore
(London 1879), p. 180; and Winternitz, Ind. dnt.
1898, 122.

? In most Bouthern manuscripts the adhyayas of
these different parts of our Adiparvan are separ-
ately numbered. In our oritical apparatus a new
beginning is made with (our ) adhy. 54 in all Southern
M88. exoept T1( which is amisoh—codex ), an adhyaya
which marks the beginning of our Adivanis’svatarana-
parvan; in the colophons of the Southern MS8, it is
called the first adhyaya of the Sambhavaparvan.

® On the other hand, the Southern MSS, (and

in fact even most of the Northern MBS, ) frequently
5

mention the name of the Upakhyina or the name
of the adhyaya; but even this is never done re-
gularly and systematically.

¢ The Parvasanigraha gives only the names of
the (100) sub-parvans, and the contents of the (18)
major parvans, But from these data, we oannot
say from what adhydya to what adhyaya a partioular
sub- parvan extends.

8 Thus, from these Southern ed., one can never
elicit the fact that in the Bouthern Recension our
Adi is divided into two parts (parvans) and that
these parts have ssparate numbering of adhyayas!

® This is clearly suggested by the fact that the
longer Table of Contents (1. 2, 72-233) follows the
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The difference between the recensions does not end there by any means, unhappily.
The manuscripts of the two recensions show numerous other, big and small, discrepancies :
discrepancies in the spelling of most ordinary words (e. g. N #wr: S #wr or #ar),
especially of proper names (e. g. N #®w: S afw); in the readings of words, phrases, lines,
stanzas, groups of stanzas (passim); in the sequence of all these elements ( passim); in the
relative position of single adhyiyas or of a small group of adhyiyas (passim); in the
relative sequence of whole episodes (e. g. the Sakuntals and Yayati episodes, Adi 62 ff,,
and 70 ff.). What is more disconcerting still is that the recensions show also complicated
displacements of portions of adhyayas; cf., for example, the long notes on 1. 106. 11
(p. 474 £.), and 1. 144. 20 (p. 624). Besides these variations in spellings, readings and
sequences, there are additions (or omissions, just as one may happen to regard them) of
single lines (often “inorganic”, i. e. such as can be added or omitted with no effect upon
the grammar or continuity ), of short passages (passim) and long passages comprising
more than a hundred lincs (cf. App. I, No. 55, a passage of 125 lines, setting forth the
story of the Kasi princcss Ambia). These additions (respectively omissions) and verbal
variants sometimes go to such a length that, at times, there emerges in the end an
entircly different story. Compare, for instance, the two versions of the highly popular
cpisode “Rape of Subhadrd” (Subhadribarapa) in adhy. 211-212 of our edition and
passage No. 114 of App. 1 (comprising over 460 lines!).! We find that the Southern
version of this story is enriched with many entirely novel and startling features, such as
Arjuna’s masquerading as a peripatetic monk (yati), or his fierce battle with the Yadava
forces led by Viprthu, which he, of course, routs, alone and unaided, or rather mercly with
the help of his newly acquired, valiant and resourceful wife, who acts as his chariotcer!

A notable feature of the Southern recension is that it is considerably Zonger than
the Northern. The constituted text of the Parvasamgraha (1. 2. 96) gives 7984 ¢Slokas”
(that is, probably, what is technically called granthas) as the extent of the Adi:

AR Bihed . LI AT 79 Ty = |
BT KGO ST AFat FAgwA= Il
The cxtent of the Vulgate is computed to be about 8460 “stanzas”. The length of
the Southern text of the Adi edited by Professor P. P. S. Sastri is given by himself as
9984 «stanzas”, slightly in excess of his own Parvasamgraha figure (M. 1. 2. 102),
which differs as regards this figure (as in many other figures in adhy. 2) from our edition.
This latter figure (9984 ) is perhaps a trifle in excess of the presumable extent of the
(normal) Southern recension, since P. P. S. Sastri’s text contains some clear instances of
interpolation (from Telugu, Tamil and even Northern sources),’ which need not
necessarily be put down to the already swollen account of the Southern recension. The
difference between the Vulgate and Sastri’s toxt is about 1524 “‘stanzas”. But even the
common Southern text, which will be appreciably shorter than Sastri’s, may confidently be

eighteen-parvan division, whioh does not harmonize different colouring in the Southern recension.

with the data of the colophons of the Southern 3 For instance the Svetaki episode (M. 1. 214.

MSS8,, whioh have the twenty-four-parvan division, 29-98¢), whioh, in the form printed there, is missing
! Even the Sakuntala episode gets a somewhat in all MBS, of his own oritical apparatus!
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reckoned to contain approximately 1300 “Slokas” (i. e. granthas) more than the longest
Narthern version of the Adi!

This excess in the Southern recension is not due to the addition of any single
lengthy passage or just a few of such passages even, though there are undoubtedly among
them some fairly long passages. The excess is due to additions, large and small,
distributed almost evenly throughout the parvan.

Not only is the Southern text thus appreciably longer than the other, the story
itself of the Southern recension, as compared with that of the Northern, is, owing to
many of these additions, much richer in details, leaving little or nothing to the imagination
of the reader or the hearer. Thus, for example, in the Northern recension, the father
of Satyavati or Matsyagandhd (Vyasa’s own mother) is a nameless king of fisher-folk,
making a living, on the banks of the Yamuns, by fishing. This is rather unsatisfactory.
That the name of Matsyagandha’s father—he is really only her foster—father, according to
the fable—should not have been preserved, seems a shocking piece of negligence on the
part of the historian, that is, the story-teller, since history as it is narrated (s has been
well said ) is a kind of roman & thése. The Southern recension here comes to our help.
It has carefully procured the name of the foster-father of Kaili Matsyagandha alias
Satyavati: it was Uccaibdravas (a high-sounding Aryan name), if we are to belicve
the Southern recension., He was named after the great snow-white Stallion of the
Gods, which came out of the ocean when it was being churned for Ambrosia by the Gods
and the Titans.

Then again, the Purohita sent by the Yiadavas to the forest retreat of Papdu in
the Himalayas was a Kasyapa. He was required, of course, to perform all the little
Aryan rites for the Pipdavas. Moreover, it is best that kings always have their
Rajaguru by their side, to advise and help them on all occasions. The Northern recension
docs not even tell us that the Yadavas had sent any Purobita at all to Papdu’s hermitage;
so there, no question of his name arises.

But a really illuminating instance of the richness of information furnished by the
Southern recension is supplied by an ‘““additional” adhyaya® in this recension, which gives
us some new and interesting chronological details about the Pandavas themselves. These
details disperse that haze of uncertainty and vagueness which overspreads the
ordinary account.

The Southern recension informs us that when the Pipdavas first arrived at the
Court of Hastinapura from the forest retrea#, after the death of their father, Yudhigthira
was exactly sixteen years old, Bhima fifteen, Arjuna fourteen, the twins thirtecen. We
are further told exactly how long the Pandu brothers stayed at the Kaurava Court, in
the Lac House (Jatugrha), in Ekacakra, at the Court of the Paficila King, then again
at the Kaurava Court, then in Indraprastha, and so on. Yudhigthira died at the ripe
old age of 108, which is a mystic number. Arjuna was younger than Krspa by three
months, which was also exactly the difference between the ages of Krgpa and Balarima,
And so on and so forth. Almost all these useful details arc lacking in the Northern

recension, and I doubt whether they can even be reconstructed from the meagre data of
this recension on these points.

1 Cf. App. I, No. 67, lines 47-62,
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The Southern recension impresses us thus by its precision, schematization, and
thoroughly practical outlook. Compared with it, the Northern recension is distinctly
vague, unsystematic, somctimes even inconsequent, more like a story rather naively
narrated, as wo find in actual experience.

The Southern recension of the Adi at least is thus not merely longer, but also
fuller, more exuberent, more ornate than the Northern. It may therefore be fitly styled,
in relation to the Northern, the textus ornatior.

Notwithstanding these and other discrepancies, there persists throughout, between
the recensions, a distinct and undeniable family resemblance, and there can be not the
slightest doubt that they both spring from a common source, albeit a distant and somewhat
nebulous source. Follow the course of these divergent streams as far back as one will,
the clusive source secms to recede still further and lose itself in the mists of antiquity.

It was pointed out above that a noteworthy feature of the Southern recension was
that it was appreciably longer than the Northern, The character of the principal additions
may bo seen from the following list of some of the more important and lengthy passages
peculiar to the Southern recension, whose texts are given in Appendix L.

(1) No. 9 (S except M1): God Siva (Rudra) drinks up the poison (hilahala)
which exudes from the mouth of Viasuki, while the Devas and Asuras are churning the
ocean for Ambrosia (samudramanthana); comprising 19 lines.

(2) No. 45-48 and 51: Additions to the Sakuntald episode (together 231 lines).

(8) No. 52: Madhavi is introduced on the scene during the discourse between
Yayiiti and his grandsons, in the Yayati episode (43 lines).

(4) No. 55: Anticipation of the story of the Kasi princess Amba (125 lines).

(5) No. 59: Surya persuades Kunti to have sexual intercourse ( 21 lines).

(6) No. 67: Details of the early life of the Papdavas in the Himalayan
retreat (46 lines ).

(7) No. 68-69: Piapdu’s death and many funcral orations (together 123 lines).

(8) No. 78 (S, and by conflation K¢« Dai Dn Ds.e.5): Details of a battle
between the Kurus and the Piiicilas, and capture of Drupada (119 lines).

(9) No. 79: Anticipation of the account of the birth of Draupadi and Dhrsta-
dyumna ; and account of the birth of Drupada (together 194 lines ).

(10) No. 87-89: Additions to tho Hidimba episode (69 lines).

(11) No. 91-93: Additions to the Bakavadha episode, including a detailed
account of the fight betwcen the two well-matched giants, Baka and Bhima (106 lines).

(12) No. 95: Drupada bemoans the loss of the Pandavas, and is consoled by
his Purohita; decides, at the advice of the Purohita, to celebrate the Svayamvara of
Krgna, in the hope that the Papdavas might turn up (74 lines).

(13) No. 100: Story of Nalayan! narrated by Vyasa to the Paficila king, to
Justify the polyandrous marriage of the Pandavas (118 lines).

(14) No. 101: Story of Bhaumasvi related on the same occasion (22 lines).

(15) No. 103: Mimic warfare between the Kauravas and Pipdavas aided by
Paiicilas (219 lines).
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(16) No. 108: Dhrtardstra crowns Yudhigthira king before despatching the
Pandavas to Indraprastha (58 lines).

(17) No.111: Description of Nirada, who comes to visit Yudhigthira ( 55 lines).

(18) No. 118-115: Expansion of the Subhadriharapa (568 lines!),

(19) No. 116: Arjuna’s welcome on his return from exile (28 lines),

These passages alone comprise 2250 lines or 1125 stanzas approximately !

The discrepancies between the two recensions, as already observed, are so numerous
and so multifarious, that any attempt to cnumecrate and classify them must remain
incomplete and unsatisfactory. Nevertheless it may be useful to begin a cursory survey
of the divergences, noting at the same time the typical characteristics of the Southern
«additions”, charactcristics which recur with fair frequency in the Adi, and which are
likely to reappear in other parvans. These notes may prove useful for distinguishing
between the different “hands” which have been at work in shaping this imposing
monument of Indian antiquity, when the entire text has been treated in the manner
proposed here, and we have sufficient data for undertaking a minute and systematio study
of the variations and evaluating them.

The deviations of the Southern recension from the Northern (taking for purposes
of exposition the latter to represent the norm) are of the following kind.

1. Variants of isolated words or phrases, (a) unimportant and (b) important.

(a) TUnimportant, such as one comes across in line after line. They are far too
numcrous to be listed even approximately completely, but from among them we may
single out these for specific mention:

(i) fluctuations in the spelling of proper names, e. g. S &fm (N aAfg), Angdw
(Snaw ), s s (orehts ), §Re (307), gRaagt (wfaage), saw (Iaw), agfmg (vefm), 79
(dg), etc., ete.

(ii) variations mainly due to mere transpositions of words, e. g. S w¥: wisdy
e ageaT: (N ¥ qa@g &991% @°) 1. 1. 23; sdiaeg adt oo (da: @@ v @)
92. 1; etc., ete,

(iii) unremitting variation of: monosyllabic particles and verse-fillers, which are
among the most unstable elements of the received text, such as =, &, g, &, f, [&r]9; common
adverbs and conjunctions, such as aa:, azr, W, ax, =, aq1, 941, TN, oI, oA, ¥A:, o9, WA,
¥ ; and prepositions sify-sifu—R-eifY, sR-IR, erg-ayq, ete., cte.

(iv) substitution of metrically cquivalent synonyms, or words and phrases of
similar significance; &: g. Aq-Mry-=q; BRA-gf; wy-fag-(e1)fiay; fRo-RAw; va-ug; sear-yem;
ﬁ’ﬂt—ﬂﬂﬂd 't,;:{gm—qu; l;:ﬁ:l:s:m-%qﬁﬂq—ﬁmw ; Tavgt-qwated (and similar com-
pounds with T4 and 3T ); et (CRITE e T ERUTCEE CIEEUTLEL (LS ELUTC PR ~aRe-
aufer; aagAQ-wagHt; *M—G;amﬁ-mﬁwrﬁ; srfaawar-sfyagfgar; m-;mm:-mm-
wga: ; quRT-gRRE;  areRdar-areat Rft—azafi=ht st ; ~
¥ ; I &99: ; ete., etc. A St YT Rt

(v) substitution of equivalent epic iterata; e. g Iy waEE, gatyrAMTEY;
qrertietedr, qweaiR: ; fgesd aur wni, geeafe owd; ete., e%c. For other ex?mples, see
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Hopkins's collection of “Parallel phrases in the two Epics” in the Great Epic, pp. 403 fF.
( Appendix A). .

(b) TImportant variants, which make a considerable difference in the sense, and of
which the critique must take account. Of such variants, relatively speaking, there are
only a few; 6. g. discrepant divisions of the epic into parvans and adhyayas; variants of the
titles of the sub-parvans (c. g. S sma¥ga: N zmamm), of the numbers of adhyayas and
lokas in the Parvasarngraha (the figures for glokas differ, at times, by thousands).
— An example of a different character from another part of the Adi is the variant a§: s
in the stanzas which refer to the duration of Arjuna’s exile. According to the Northern
recension it is thirteen years; according to the Southern, only thirteen months! Cf.
1. 204. 28. @ & gy aifor (S & e, Al ete.) aw( S o )ard @ a@a; 205. 30 aX TRW
asifir (S wmamt, senfy, gm f§).' — Then we have in 1. 3. 21 the variant G-
How was the infinitive really made? — And so on.

2. Larger variations between continuous passages, «s o whole, the total extent
remaining approzimately the sume.

Wo find them (a) mostly in the long lists of names: e. g. of the hundred sons of
Dhrtardgtra (adhy. 108), of ancient kings (1. 1. 166 ff.), of serpents (1. 52. 5ff.), of
kings prescnt at Draupadi’s svayamvara (adhy. 177); but (b) also when there are
transpositions of whole or parts of adhyayas (e. g. the prose genealogy, adhy. 90); or
again (c) when there is free paraphrase of a passage ( passim).

3. Expansion of the text tn S without materially altering the nature of the contents
or the course of the narrative.

(a) DBy multiplication of the items of a list. For instance:

In adhy. 20, S (with K« marg. Dn Ds marg.) adds seven lines of praise to an
existing hymn (&), addressed to Garuda. In these lines, Garuda is identified, in turn,
with all the principal gods, and with everything that is pre-eminent in the world :

290* 7 Ry g aeAdy s |
AE AP TOEA TR |
& gE qudT freaaiin gaaen |
& i aran fraran = & R goaam: |
& HEWBNY: TEgHE & TEaT: |
& TN & T |
Y FAS qW: T A 50 AR,
In adhy. 64, S (with K¢ Dn D1.s) gives an additional short list of aciences in which the
Rsis in Kanva’s penance grove were proficient :
586* srgeEIfeTR: FESHFRTIRR: |
AEAFATVRR FRFTURARRT: |
Gl aveReRTaTFETiRa: |

AARN . W TR Tt |

1 Ct. Hopkins, Ruling Caste in Ancient India, p. 842 (footnote ).
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In adhy. 74, an additional passage (of 7 lines) in 8 (with Ds) harps on the well-worn
theme of the evils that attend on anger:

745* aywit wmIdA: WE: FETRNER T FXAY |

FAW Avheedd oAy « |
AW MV 4 Ul I TGRS
7 qat A agely = A T5W A T AwWE |
ST QY a9 s e WD AT |
TTIREERRTAEY W s |
w2t ATt wrasfrew ffiea )
In adhy. 165, a Southern passage expands in hyperbolic language the list of edibles and
other commodities (such as wines, clothes and blankets) furnished by Vasigtha'’s
Kamadhenu, by the addition of 6 more lines:
1753* STeqrETElTRT TG TNATIAT: |
hakny T U gFasTEdy 9 |
FURT Sl VTR0 G- e |
TiwAiia AERI AT AT TEH |
G T I A e |
TR = FETEYr SIS qEET: |
In adhy. 218, the Southern recension furnishes us with a supplementary list of items in
Subhadra’s dowery, which, taken along with what has gone before, exhausts almost all the
things worth possessing in this world:
| 2082*% s A TPRRINTITATE W |
I G ST AT AT,

10 !
FRETAT & el GRS |
2088* ywunal g W TAAR LA A |
FeRETan P Tadeann s |
TS WEH T AAqTATARY AT |
Z avinigdiert AETETETUTTEaT |
P EEer g wRTe a |

(b) By anticipation or repetition of stories, motives or discourses, For example:

(1) the miraculous birth of Krsna and Dhrstadyumna is narrated twice in S: in
adhy. 155 and in App. I, No. 79 (after adhy.*128); .

(ii) the theme of the amusing experience of a maiden, who, on praying to Mahadeva
for one husband five times, was granted, as a boon, five husbands at one time—a story
which seems to have been very popular in the South—is used, with variation, in S, no less
than three times in the eourse of the Adi; of. adhy. 157, 189 and passage No. 100
(of App. I);’

(iii) account of the tragi-comic experiences of the Kasi princess Ambi, who was
passed on in turn by Bhigma to Salva and Salva to Bhisma, repeatedly, like a shuttle-cock,
a story which is really the subject-matter of the Ambopakhysna in Udyoga 178 f, (Bom.

3 In Bastri's edition these stories osour in sdhy. 164, 189 and 191,
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ed.), apparently a favourite picce, is anticipated in passage No. 55 of App. I (cf. adhy.
96) and forms a bulky addition of 125 lines!

(iv) the future of the royal family, which is the subject-matter of the additional
dialogue between Bhisma and his step-mother, Satyavati, in S, in passage No. 57 (of App.
I) is only a continuation and repetition (with v.1.) of the discourse between the same
parties in adhy. 99,

(v) Sirya’s warning to Karpa about the designs of Indra to supplicate Karna in
the disguise of a Brahman, in passage No. 60 of App. I, which is an anticipation of the
story told in Aranya 300 ( Bom, ed.).

(¢) Additions in S, due to the explicit mention of the observance of the correct

and complete Brahmanie ritual and ceremonial on the proper occasions, Thus, in adhy.
68, at the birth of Bharata:

625* gurtafy Tawrard Brar: aatreaweTg |
In adhy. 92, at the birth of Sarmtanu :
921* ey ATART FET T SHEAET: |
FTrERTFY fAvror A7 wRRyET |
AR T TF: FHEDAS |
T REs TS A |
In adhy. 100, at the birth of Dhrtarastra and Pandu:
1084* FSt=wtemm: @4t gqrTggaT: |
FTCATATE & Ay st |

In adhy. 115, we have, likewise, with reference to the Papdavas themselves (App. I,
No. 67, lines 13-14, 20-27):

* ¥ ® ® ¥

FAnTE faerig s & TQRe
gErawE fAfigen, @ qogism: |
gut ATy = e gk A |
aa: quy: fran: wat: queaEmERE |
TR StStgagaTtR = |
T FAACEAAGITRA T WA |
ATA T UAY T '}ﬁ T i |
dfwroTa | aRTeT I |

In adhy. 124, at the royal tournament:

1412* wyaay Rad Frorferams aoh: |
TE: AT T [O" T FCR T |
sgeRfin: g dyeamat: |
sfirara g iR e |
TSGR agwa R |
(d) ZExpansion in S of existing scenes by the addition of speeches or detailed
descriptions and by other digressions. Examples:
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(i) in App. I, No. 9, in the account of the churning of the ocean (samudra-
manthana), we are 'mcxdgntall'y told of the .drinking of poison by Siva, which had exuded
from the mouth of Viasuki during the churning;

(i) in 998% we have nine additional lines depicting the humiliating  treatment
meted out to Bhisma at the court of the king of Kasi, during the Svnyaﬁwura
of his daughters:

(1ii) passage No. 59 (of App. I') depicts the persuasion of the shy and reluctant
Kunti by Surya for intercourse, by alternate threats and promuses, like a real Don Juan ;

(iv) in passages No. 68-69, the Southern recension has tried to develop a very
pathetic scene indeed, depicting the death of the father of the heroes, Piandu: an incident
which must have been considered as descrving fuller and more sympathetic treatment than
the perfunctory notice we find preserved in the Northern recension. At the sight of the
corpse of her husband, Kunti falls to the ground in a swoon, like a felled tree.  Then the
five brothers come up in a single file, and in the order of their ages, and reoite their littlo
mournful dirges: Yudhisthira gets 8 lines, Bhima 7, Arjuna 4, the twins (in chorus)
only 3 lines together.” Then follow long-winded farewell orations by Kunti, Madri and
the rest of the company, which are followed by a touching scenc describing Madri
mounting the funeral pyre;

(v) passage No. 78 gives, in 119 lines, the details of a fight, which, in the Northern
recension, at least originally, is disposed of in two lines! The latter I consider adequate
treatment, taking everything into consideration ;

(vi) passage No. 93 is a Southern addition of 37 lines giving fuller details of the
titanic struggle between Bhima and the cannibal Baka ;

(vit) 1737* adds a hymn (in Tristubh metre and pseudo-vedie style) by Vasigtha,
addressed to Strya, when Vasigtha presents himsclf before that luminary on bchalf
of Samvarana ;

(viit) 1828*ff, describe in turn the discomfiture of each of the suitors for the hand
of Draupadi ;

(ix) passages No. 100-101 add to the existing stock two new ancedotes—alternative
explanations—narrated by Vyisa to prove to Drupada and his son, that the polyandrous
marriage proposed by Yudhigthira, though apparently immoral and illegal, is a most
righteous and necessary union, being pre-ordained by the gods themselves for the
accomplishment of their cosmic plans: these are the well-known legends of Nilayani
and Bhaumasvi;

(x) passage No. 106 gives an almost complete inventory of the presents Drupada
gave to the Piandu brothers when they left with Draupadi, for the Kaurava Court,
at the invitation of Dhrtaristra. The Northern recension ignores this huge mass of
presents completely !

(xi) passage No. 110 is a farewell scene containing short orations by Krsna,
Yudhisthira and Kunti, when Krsnpa sets out for Dvaraka ;

! This sohematic treatment perhaps betrays the hand of the interpolator more olearly than anything else.
6
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(xii) passage No, 112 contains the farewell of Arjuna to Citringads, telling her
that she must not give way to sorrow in his absence, as they would meet again soon at the
Rajasuya, which is going to be performed by Yudhigthira: a prophetic utterance! And
so on and so forth.

(e) Additions of little ethical, moral and scntentious maxims, to which S,

permcated as it is by a conscious didactic purpose, is particularly partial. We meet with
the same old proverbs over and over again in S:

595% AU EFEARTHFRAGT T WA |
Q TRATTAT AR ATCHTIETSF: |

605* Ry Ty SYAR st vata ava )
mm&"tmiaﬁﬁmm&f‘al

H# nzwnf&maﬁm THQAOY: |
afutefr aMh: qat gefr dimfin: |
T qef FoXA ArEoN FgAr 78 |
wifuat g i aerafufeargoer |
780* qTamt @ FAYY QAT qfrAT & |
aqq Rrpsreaen s frfdar o |

782* wiRETfifa®t gracswa=a gt |
gesgmiwTsta e g 3 {7 |

804* gurd wyqrry fam: gun: @dygan|
srgferafy av wean swoe = A1 WA
AT T T STk Tt T FraR |

833* gOrd T QUF EIHTIORT Furng |
T ARSI TTF;: |
856* & 7 TATAT =T T Ky adx T |
ARG T Heat 9T S9YAw A
At Rt S Rie T advawg |
AT T AXF ATgE-Aa ghaa |
g WA frgaT: wma aw |
T ga+ 2y gAY seTway |
FUFFAREE T aTgTd T fAde: |
et wRior Zfe arit sremailte:
1019* ST FOT “Eicssi FARFSIAT |
fatto g g ar g iR
1101* ey fy grramaatsteway aenfosatar |
a afRreganastss 7 sty @ B

1189* mfiregeats wrgwmi ATt weha: |
ATAF: QAT 7 GEH - 1ca 2w |
o] g g Ao gES gEy !rﬁtl .
mmﬁsﬁﬂﬁmﬂaﬁm ) i |
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1423* srgmvshivima: arvwemay Sregfiaag )
At Gt A @rg Afag eafy |
(f) Additional stanzas in S with, perhaps, a cortain amount ot sexual appeal,
bearing the taint of later decadence.  Examples:

App. I, No. 89 (lines 3-1) with reference to Tidimbi -
W fEe Ft7s qem: gadmtniesy |
A qAq T FERAHAEA gEHE: |
No. 48 (lines 78-79), describing Sakuntala:
wOAfRART At gt deaweg |
s gfams a & wewomt |
No. 55 (lines 46-47 ), describing Amla:
frateagzez Rrmesrsesromn |
AU RITAT TERTTZ AT |
Then also 929* HraAE@WEEET THAEE a+ |
ozt wiforeat Segmadt Rrveme |
1189* g =1 v i a1 wEifRrgmad aan |
Teefig 7% Ty arfAefagay aa: )
More sentiments of this type, occurring in the Grantha version alone, are:
1937* TrRrErang AT gt |
QIETRAT TUEEn RIS fngon: |
HFCIFEHR Qufa-gaate: |
FATETARTAT: THFIST: GATRR: |
grErTRRT=T ghomergaerm: |
gFraEtas st |
frgeanfrees eI |
The lengths to which the Muses lead theso Southern poetasters may be judged
from the following interpolation in certain Grantha manuseripts of the Adi. 1334*
with 1335* reads:
o’ MEAULTEN LA TSt 9 |
ARTGFEST TYT AR aq: |
Cf. also lines 73-74 of passage No. 100 (of App. I):
A AT IASAFATIFTG AT TG |
FITE AATANYT e & sy

4. Southern additions which alter the purport of the fuble as narrated in the

Northern recension.

Made apparently with the object of correcting the laxity of scxual relations
implied in the old narrative. In adhy. 67, the royal Purohita, a handy person, quickly
but surely and secrctly, performed the marriage of Duhiganta and Sakuntala, in order to
legitimize Bharata, the eponymous ancestor of the Bhiratas, who has given his name to
the country of his birth and to the Great Epic of India, altogether an important personage
in ancient Indian history :

1 These lines ocour in three M8S. (&, m, g) of Sastri’s edition (vol, 2), p. 1209,
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Glo*gﬁﬁ{aw;ﬂaml

TOAGEAT AT & A I F LE |
R fg @ waewm g wggh |
A FTEA TN faaw W A e
aag Y Fatan faw: coafe: |
girad rraata fafam gmendEs |
MAATEIHTET FTRTFAES: |

In adhy. 77, the marviage of Yayiti and Sarmisthi is celebrated scmi-secretly, in a
secluded corner of the Asoka grove, in the palace grounds, with the usual Laksheesk to the
Brahming, in the presence of counscllors, chaplains, priests and so on, but wnknown to
Devayani!  All this was done to legitimize Puru, the eponymous ancestor of the Pauravas :

807* mRasgrrATndRahmt g |
e faarg Fafaagean awrorfiomg |
qui AAEENT g famgion |
In passage No. 114 of App. I, Subhadra and Arjuna were likewise secrctly and
hastily marricd in the presence of gods, rsis, and elders, while Balaramao was away from
the scene, to legitimize Abhimanyu (the father of the famous Pariksit and grandfather of
Junamcjaya, to whom the epic was narrated ). Cf. lines 281-286 of the passage:

aRFTTEATEEy aftan wefhT: |

fRAaw FraE: [T TEa |

sreeadft aelt Refr wfemoft Jadfy

Rrerafifirar afean: et wei saremT)

FE(H: FIEEQ AT QT ARAET: |

ot KA @8 eI |

Most Grrantha manuscripts ( Ga-s of our critical apparatus: &, @ and a1 of Sastri’s ) have

o passage to show that Parisara and Matsyagandha were secretly but regularly married.
Cf. passage No. 86 of App. I, which is a somewhat lengthy passage deseribing with
circumstantial detail the nuptial ceremony at which the ancestors of both the bride
and the bridegroom are invoked, all the details of the regular Hindu marital rite are
scrupulously gone through, and the marriage is solemnized in the presence of Vasigtha,
Yajiiavalkya and other great Rsis living in the Naimiga forest !

5. Additions in S, due to the filling 021t of lacunae (real or imaginary).

Examples of such additions are:

482* which gives a summary of the last ﬁve parvans of our Mahabharata text, and
passage No. 79 (of App. I) giving an account of Drupada’s birth. It appears, from the
latter account, that Drupada was born in the same miraculous way as two of his con-
temporaries Drona and Krpa, due to the perturbation of his father at the sight of a beau-
tiful Apsaras. Ascetics involuntarily emitting semen at the sight of heavenly nymphs,
broad-hipped, fat-breasted, fair-clad, pleasure-fraught, and the miraculous germination
ot the semen into human beings, is the regular Purapic apparatus for the generation

of the great men of the past, about whose birth nothing cxciting was specially known to
the chronicler.
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6. Multiplication of fights and battle-scenes.

I have drawn attention above to the expansion of the description of a battle (in
which the Kurus and the Papdus capture Drupada), and of a fight ( between Bhima and
Baka).! Analogous to it is a battle scene described in an «wlditional adhyiya in the
Southern recension (App. I, No. 103). This stages a little war between the cousins, a
miniaturc replica of the Great War to come. Here also Kurus plan the destruction of the
Piandavas, who are resi(ljxxg in Kampilya as the guests of Drupada. A regular council of
war is held, in which Sakuni and Karna advocate hostilities, while the nameless son of
Somadatta counsels peace and conciliation. The bellicose party has the upper hand in the
council chamber, The Kuru army marches against the Papdavas with their allies, the
Paiicilas. The Kaurava forces are, of course, casily repulsed. No great damage is done.
The status quo is immediately restored : things go on just the same as before, as though no
battle had ever taken place. There is also no other refcerence to this battle in the whole
of the Mahiabharata. The present parvan does not offer much scope for the full develop-
ment of this tendency. We shall probably meet with it again in the battle-books (6-9).

7. Omassions m S, as compared with N,

These are quite numerous and scattered almost evenly over the whole parvan, but
short and contextually unimportant, as a rule. An exception is the somewhat lengthy
Svetaki episode (App. I, No. 118). Since, on the one hand, all reference to the episode
is missing in the whole of the Malayilam version, as also in some manuscripts of each of
the remaining two versions (T G) of the Southern recension, while, on the other hand,
thosc T G manuscripts that do contain some mention of it insert a variant version at an
entirely different place, therefore the episode may legitimately be considered a Northern
interpolation which has insinuated its way, by conflation, into some Southern manuseripts.
It is a story in true Purinic style. King Svetaki sacrificed with such phenomenal zeal
and keenness that his pricsts, in the end, refused to sacrifice any more! Svetaki practised
penance on the Himalayas with the objeet of making Rudra his sacrificial priest. Rudra,
however, excused himself, asking Svetaki to apply to Durvisas, who was his part-
incarnation (aréa). Durvasas completed the sacrifice, and Svetaki poured libations of
clarified butter into the fire for twelve years continuously. As a result, Agni had a severe
attack of indigestion! He refused after that every offering, and became enfeebled. At
Brahma’s direction, he set the Khindava forest on fire, and tried his best to burn the
forest down; but the denizens of the forest put the fire out, over and over again. He
reported his discomfiture to Brahma, who *then asked him to betake himsclf to Arjuna
and Krsna, the part incarnations of Nara and Nardyupa, with whose help alone Agni
would be in a position to burn the Khandava forest.

1t should be made clear that the variants and passages cited here are morely by way
of Wlustration, and comprise only a small fraction of the total number of deviations.

The presence of an astonishingly large number of additions, some of which are
undoubtedly late and spurious, should not be allowed to impair our appreciation of some
real merits of the Southern recension. It would be, in fact, a grievous error to ignore on
that account the Southern recension or underestimate its value. This recension is an

1 App. I, Nos. 78 and 92-93 respectively.
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indispensable aid for controlling the deviations of the Northern recension, both in point
of readings and sequence,  In comparison with 7, it has unquestionably preserved a very
large number of original readings, proved by actual agreements between S and v, as well
as by their intrinsic merits.  The superiority of the Southern recension in comparison to
the Vulgate way be suid to be quite evident. It may, however, quite easily happen that
in a particular instance, the whole of the Northern recension is corrupt, and the true
reading is preserved only in the Southern recension.!  An instance of this is 1. 214. 5.
The Vulgate reads (1. 1. 222. 5):

YAV IF AT FEnaL |

TP SINTRS TRt & FrAThaT |
Nilakagtha's gloss is: qt sre¥ad imr agonsfanzamg  F79 I3EM )

"The stanza has been translasted by Manmath Nath Datta as follows: “Having
obtained himn as their king, they obtained a monarch who was devoted to the study of the
Vedas, who was a performer of great sacrifices, and who was the protector of all good
works”.  Protap Chandra Roy’s translation reads similarly : “Aud the subjects having
obtained Yudhisthira as their king, obtained in him onc that was devoted to the study
of the Vedas, one that was a performer of great’sacrifices, and one that was the protector
of all good people”.

But the translations of both these scholars are generally free and arbitrary. As it
stands, the stunza can be transluted only as follows:

“They (i. o. the people) obtained for « king, one who studied Brahma (para),
employed the Vedas in a great sacrifice, and protected the blessed worlds”.

This pedestrian stanza will satisfy most people as it has satisfied a long succesion of
critics, commentators and translators in the past. About it one can only say that there
are worse stanzas in the Mahibhirata. Only a reader endowed with a fine sensibility and
oritical acumen will feel that there is something amiss here, We are face to face with
the danger of acquiescing in a senso which might satisfy us, but which would not have
satisficd the ancient writer.  The Northern variants do not ofler muclr help; even the
Siradi and K manuscripts have substantially the same readings. It would, consequently,
not be easy to reconstruct from this sad wreek of a Dipaka, the epigrammatic original,
which is presorved intact only in the Southern recension, which the constituted text here
follows (1. 214. 5):

IYATL qt AT TR TGN |
Thigart gt qut JRTT & srhag )

No glosses, translations, exegetical notes, and such other accessories are necessary
for the elucidation of this stanza; for it is self~luminuous. The correctness of the Southern
reading is confirmed by the very next stanza (1. 214, 6), which is also an epigrammatic
period of the same type:

A iFeraes FEA: cwwe T 7R |
FrguRiEet vty frfifran o
It should thus seem that the infidelities of the Southern recension are confined
mainly to a tendency to inflation and eclaboration. In parts unaffected by this tendency,

! For examples from another parvan, see Liiders, Grantharecension, pp. 52 ff.
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it is likely to prove, on the whole, purer, more conservative and more archaic than oven
the best Northern version. - The Southern variants, therefore, deserve the closest attention
and most sympathetic study.

After this brief survey of the mterrolatlonshnp between the two recensions, we
shall proceed to the consideration of the various provinecial versions, into which each of
the recensions breaks up.

CHARACTER AND MUTUAL RELATIONS OF THE VERSIONS AND THEIR MANUSCRIPTS
The Archetype v

The Sarada Version.

The archetype v comprises the two versions : Sarada and “K”.

The Sarada version is represented in our critical apparatus by the fragmentary
codex Si, belonging to the Bombay Government Collection (No. 159 of 1875-76), which
seems to be the only extant genuine representative of the old version of Kadmir. The
manuscript, which is undated, may be three to four centuries old. For reasons which will
appear in the sequel, I have made the Sarada version the norm to follow.

The text of the Adi (as of other parvans of the Mahabhirata) according to the
different printed editions, as is well-known, varics considerably, not mercly as regards the
readings, bubt also as regards the extent. The length of the dl according to the Calcutta
edition, as a]ready observed, is estimated to be about 8460 “stanzas”, of the Bombay
edition, 8620, of the Madras edition (1. e. Sastri’s Southern Recensxon) 9984 (according to
Sastri’s data ), of the Kumbhakonam edition 10889.? Now, in a statement following the
colophon (or forming pmt of the long colophon) of our Sarada manuscript, the length of
its text is given as 7984 in a stanza cited from the Parvasarhgraha; cf. the accompanying
facsimile of fol. 1550 of the Sarada codex, To judge by the amount of textual matter
which an average folio of the fragmentary Saradi codex holds, this estimate of its extent
appears to be approximately correct. Assummg then that to be the length of the Sarada
version, it becomes the shortest known version of the Adi, and may, therefore, appropriately
be called the textus simplicior.

While it is the shortest extant version, it is a demonstrable fact that it contains
relatively little matter that is not found, at the same time, in all other versions of both
recenstons. It is clear, therefore, that it must contain, relatively, less spurious matter than
any other known version. That is precisely the main reason why it is taken as the norm
for this edition.

Since our codex (S:) is fragmentary, it must be considered a piece of singularly
good fortune that there has been preserved at least one nearly complete Devanagarf
manuscript of the Adi, namely, India Office No. 2137, that may, as will presently be
shown, be used, without hesitation, to supplement the missing portions, since it
undoubtedly is a moderately trustworthy, though comparatively late and slightly contami-
nated and incorrect transcript of a Sarada exemplar.

} This is the figure given in Lele’s edition of the 3 8ee the volume of Index eto., {%ﬂoripﬁn
text with Marath{ translation ( Wai, S8aka 1818). Contents, p. 4.
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Further particulars of the Sarada version will be found under the account of the
“K” version. .

The accompanying facsimile of a page of the Sirada codex (fol. 155a) contains the
end of the Adi and the beginuing of the Sabhid. The Parvasamhgraha stanza, mentioned
above, giving the extent of the Adi, will be found in lines 2-8 of the facsimile.

The K’ Version.

This version, as already explained, is a specific Devanagari version, closely akin to
the Sarada version and clearly differentiated from the (so-called ) Devanagari version.

The affinity of the manuseripts comprising this version is illustrated by the
ollowing concordant readings, scleeted at random. The references are to adhyiyas
and $lokas.

1.2 Ko.s-o agitg : rest (mostly ) agdfa.

1.8 XK Viamgaimsaa o others g1 3°, g, am,

1. 49 K Vi Bim g3qdisafia : others gfana’, dfay =a”,

1. 51 K e« orest (mostly ) asfifyor.

1. 192 Ko-s qagram: : rest gagaio:,

2. 76 K gymnag o : rest (mostly ) aami =T aglsat.

4.10 K °“gregar: : rest "qraq.

8.2 K D, gasa qarswa: : others gas a@sftswa, ga#€g garsvad, ete.
8. 16 K szaisy : others wymaw, cte.

10. 2 K Das (by transp.) a%7 =4 g=af : rest g=af 437 ¥,
13.1 K Da: aftlg - rest az=.

13. 25 K Das aevd: @ others a=gfy:, cte.

17.9 K Dus ad samead: : others amIECaa:, cte.

19. 4 K Das 97 agaigd: asdaiafaii® : others axdy agaamAnet: aamd, ete.
24, 1 K Ds fa=gi® : rest om. 7.

24. 14 K Da.s :mgf?t: : rest RS,

55. 8 K am: : others g, 3.

55. 35 K sirgagd : rest gmangA.

56. 14 K fidq : rest wr3dq.

57. 2 K IRRIT : rest di@a=ga:.

57.8 XK Ds g : others goya, cto.,

57. 43 K Ds og : rest 78.

58.3 K D; #afeaiiy : rest wafysnfy.

58. 40 K 1)s qasr : rest df4n.

59. 29 K Ds fidag : others zras:, ete.

60. 6 K Ns Ds o/3: gereg wga: (by transp.) : rest srg aga: gav:.
60. 52 K #qa: : rest ga:.

62. 6 K D: uwg smafy : rest gaft @mef.

64. 29 K Ds zz%1 : rest som.

67. 30 K Ds fRury w13% @w : others ffwry adt 9w, ete.
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68. 69 K Ds wen (or *at) : rest s
71. 41 K Ds wq : rest fm.

74.7 K alone transp. ssmr: and sk,
76. 33 K Ds gRftwat : rest gaest.

150. 18 K smaw : rest famw; eto., ete., cte.

Further examples of the concordant readings of the K version will be found below.

It was remarked above that Ki (= India Office 2137 ) was a manuscript of Kasmiri
origin, exhibiting specially near affinities with Sy, so much so that K may be regarded
as o copy of some Sarada original. The Kaémiri character of Ki was already fully
recognized by Professor Liiders, who had utilized it in the preparation of his specimen' of
a critical edition of the epic mentioned above, although he had no genuine ropresentative
of the Kadmir1 or Sarada version to compare it with.

The affinity between Si and Ki is documented by a mass of readings, of which the
following (selected at random) will serve as illustrations. The references are to adhyiyas
and §lokas.? )

27.15 Si K gigt: : rest wa%g: (synonym!).
28. 24 51 Kia@a: : rest af:.
29. 4  S: Ki arw aiw : others ar=av, ete.

80.7  Si Ki s%&aa : others sfiumat, sow, dw, arrow, cte. (original hypermetric!).
31. 6 S Ki dsas: (corrupt) : others f§wta:, 95ts:, eto.

87. 25 an K. tfgrasa: Rar fafy (corrupt) : others vfasam: sy, ete.

42.7 S K &1 QsamaE ¢ others 7 w9 = amwg, ete.

44. 2 S Ki s : others &1, aygr, adl, ote.

45. 5 $1 K 8@z ¢ rest srga (synonym).

45.19 S Ki aqiRd : others swfud, cte.

181. 3 S, Ki mprd (corrupt) : rest agqa:.

131. 13 é," K1 st @ rest @mae,

154. 24 S: K. sng=at : rest swweftear (original has double crasis!).
206. 3 S1 Ki wswan: (corrupt?) : rest &gan: (G uwzgam: ).

218. 48 S: Ki wrgufizat aga ( =47") : rost AX: 5t qgaw (or °am:).

Tho above are examples of concordant readings of Si and K1  As instances of
adhyiya division and numbering may be pointed out that adhy. 42-44 and 46 of the
constituted text (comprising adhy. 46-48 and 50 of the Vulgate) are numbered in Si Ku
54-56 and 59 respectively, and are so numbered in no other manuseript hitherto collated ;
further, after only the third stanza of our adhy. 40, both manuscripts (éx K.) interpolate
the figure 51, Si marginully inserting, at that place, an additional colophon : gmfTdeds-
qurmaaraE:.  Likewise, after 1.165.34, S, K insert, an additional colophon, not found in
any other manuscript.

A mong ““additional” passages peculiar to S. K: may be mentioned 1735*,

K. is, however, by no mecans, a direct copy of S.. There arc numerous discrepancies
between them. Notably, there is a big lacuna in K in adby. 47-48, where S, is intact.

Y Druckprobe einer kritischen Ausgabe des Maha- 3 It should be noted that S1 begins only ab

bharatn, Leipzig 1908, 1. 26. 10.
7
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Again at 1. 107. 26; 154. 10, 11; 175. 4 and other places: S:, which generally omits the
verbs @m® (resp. $:) in the short prose formulae of reference to the speaker, does show
these verbs, while they are lacking in Ki; 1. 208. 14 is an exception where both S: and
K, have 3. S: Ki exhibit also numerous minor differences in their readings; e. g. 1. 36.
22; 88. 21, 36; 41. 29; 46. 11; 98.9; 125. 3, 16; 128. 2; 138. 24; 195, 11; 200. 3. After
1. 144, 17, 51 has a colophon which is missing in K.

These agreements and differences show that while S: and K. are closely akin, their
text is not identical. Neither S: nor Ki is a direct copy of the other. They are
independent witnesscs, a circumstance which adds greater weight to their arguments,

I shall now cite some readings (also sclected at random) which S, shares with the
K version, Si and K standing together against all other manuscripts (barring, of course,
conflated specimens). The references are to adhyiyas and $lokas.

28.18 Si K wmada : rest w3

29.1  Si K adt smega) o : rest SsgaAsgwal .

32.3 Si K gzt : rest e,

32.12 SiKar : rest .

33. 20 sx K “&=a3 (Ks "Regqd) : rest “gaar.

36. 21 Si: K Ds wfy sndl : rest R,

38.2 S: K Ds pals=gar : rest ga: w97,

38. 14 S: K sywifead : rest aqifid.

42.7 S K fg: restw,

94. 31 Si K Ds ggiPdt : others gaiftas, 7 R, ete.
94. 93 S K afyary : rost a¥aa.

118. 1 $i K 71 Rf¥: : rest fdwa.

124. 28 $i K Ds agean: : rest aga.

128. 12 S K Ds wgeamzgay : rest wrfteang” (double crasis!).
128. 15 Si K Ds mifd=qr: : others am=dt, armdt, ete.

142. 28 Si K ywnat @y @997 ¢ others yort: artady, ete.
155. 13 Si K ga: qf=ceyar ¢ rest @ & qdatya:.

162. 6 Si K @rsm@s : rest om. &,

163. 7 ‘%x K Das.s “hwaa : others °& o), ete.

168. 3 Si: K D: qifg : rest wiza.

169. 18 Si K Ds & ga: ®lqrq : otheru ¥ a3, ete.

170. 9 S: K D; gdSi%y @om: : rest ayarasmm.

177. 5 Si K Ds sdifan: : rest garmar.

181. 37 Si1 K Ds.s ° & 7 3f4d : others “3sfim=afy, cte.
181. 40 Si K Ds sifmrery #hrg: @ others amgd: siymras ; ete., ete.

These concordances are sufficient for postulating the archetype v, comprising the
versions Sarada and K, a hypothesis which will be confirmed by further agreements which
are mentioned below. '

The K version, though comprising manuscripts akin to each other and clearly
distinguishable from those of the Devanagari version, is by no means—as is natural—quite
homogeneous. Only Ko.1 represent the version K in a comparatively pure form, while the
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remaining manuscripts of the group (i. e. Ks-¢) are really nothing more than misch~codices
being conflated either with T or with S. On the other hand, just owing to this conﬁation‘
some of Phe other composite Devaniigari manuscripts ( particularly Ds.s) have so man);
features 1n common with K, that they may as well be separated from D and olassed
under K. |

The contamination of Ks-s with T is illustrated by the following passages: No. 14
of App. I (found in K« marg., and N Vi B D); No. 41 (in Ks.c and Ns.s Vi B D except
Ds); No. 42-43 (in Ks.« and N Vi B D excopt Ds). Ku includes passage No. 61 (of
App. I) and 1181*, like N B D. The contamination of Ks-«.s with Y is illustratod by
116%, 119%, 122%, 124%, 125%, 128%, 132%, 137*, 139%, 142%, 143*, 144%, 145%, 151%, 157%,
160%, 162%, 166%, 167*, 168%, 172%, 173%, 189%, 190*, 191*%, 221%, 228%, 245%, 281*, 305*,
354%, 372%, 405%, 416%, 417%, 438%, 487*, 490%, 523%, 536%, 564%, 692*, GO4*, 824*,
1000%*, 1035%, etc., etc.

The contamination of Ki-s with S is exemplified by the following among other
facts. Ks.o contain 22% Ki s 25% K 49%, K. (suppl. fol.) passage No. 55 (125 lines)
and No. 100 (118 lines ), of App. I.: all of these are Southern passages.

Kq4-s, moreover, contain the Brahmi episode’ in adhy. 1 (a slippery passage, which
migrates from place to place ), while Ke.« have found place even for the venerable elephant-
headed Ganeéa, who is unquestionably a late Northern intruder. In K. these inter-
polations arc written out on separate folios (called here @iq ), and inserted at appropriate
places, which shows the interpolations on the high road to recognition as genuine parts
of the Mahabharata.

Important omissions which distinguish v (really only Si Ko-s) from all other
manuscripts are these:

(i) the adhyiya giving a naive account of the birth of Dubgali ( Bom. adhy. 116),
which uncommonly looks like being an afterthought ( App. I, No. 63);

(ii) a passage of about 25 lines describing how Drona’s son Advatthaman is given
flour mixed with water, which he drinks in the belief that it is milk (App. I, No. 75);

(iii) an adhy. (Bom. adhy. 189), in which there is an incidental allusion to the
installation of Yudhisthira as Yuvaraja,® and which is repetitious and incoherent ( App.
I, No. 80); .

(iv) the so-called polity of Kani(n)ka, Kani(n )kaniti (Bom. adhy. 140), which
is a replica (naturally with many additions, jomissions and variant readings) of the advice
given by Bharadvaja (apparently a gotra name of this very individual ) to Satrumjaya, and
duly communicated by Bhisma to Yudhigthira in the Santi (App- I, No. 81);

(v) the crossing of the Ganges by the Panpdavas ( Bom. adhy. 149), a superfluous
adhyaya, which only serves to confound the alrcady confused gecography of the narrative
(App. I, No. 85). :

These five passages are found in all manuscripts collated except Sy Ko-s, but it is
worthy of note that even apart fronr their owmission in v, the documentary evidence with
regard to at least two of them, is confused and unsatisfactory. No. v (crossing of the

1 See notes on passage No. 1 of App. I. 3 Cf. remarks of Holtzmann, Das Mﬁh&bhd'!rata, 2.83. .
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Ganges ) is inserted in different groups of manuscripts at different points of the text. In
No. iv ( Kanikaniti), on the other hand, most of the Southern manuscripts repeat, after
the interpolation, the immediately preceding portion of the original, apparently in order
to restore the context broken by the intrusion of extraneous matter.’

Of important additions in v, I can recall only one, that of an adhyaya of 42
lines, at the very end of the Adi (added probably as an Appendix), which is a variant,
abbreviated version of the Svetaki interpolation. It is found only in S Ko.1.« and
therefore cannot even be said to be characteristic of the whole of v (App. I, No. 121).
Instances of small additions are Nos. 349%, 449%, 451*, 516*, 565%, ete., etc., found in K
with or without some Devaniagarl manuscripts; while 969%, 1855%, 2077*, ete. are found
in Si K, with or withont some Devanagari manuseripts: all these passages are missing
in BS.

That S: and K are not identical but independent ( though allied ) sources, may be
concluded, for example, from 449%, 452% 491%, 492%, 516%, 565%, 750%, 866* etc., which
are found inserted in some or all manuscripts of the K version, but which are conspicuous
by their absence in Si (sometimes with Kai).

It was remarked above that v is the shortest of the extant versions of the Adi.
Let us examine, without bias, this feature of v. Those passages that are lacking in v, in
comparison with the other versions, cannot all be omissions in v, whether accidental or
intentional.

They cannot be intentinal omissions, notwithstanding that these missing passages
arc mostly of inferior character, intrinsically worthless, repetitious, superfluous, or finally
such as scholars have alrcady (even before the discovery of this version ) marked as likely
interpolations.”  For, this Sirada (Kaémiri) version of the Adi is not an abstract or an
adaptation. It claims to be the unabridged text itself, in all its fullness, and I see no
sufticicnt reason to doubt the « priore presumption that it is not an abridged version.

The explanation that primarily with the very object of excising what scems to us
to be superfluous or repetitious matter, an abridgement might have been intentionally made
in the past by some Kasmiri redactor or a syndicate of redactors, would be a grotesque
distortion of Indian literary and religious tradition. No one in the past found the epic
text too long. Far from it. It was perhaps not long enough.

Taking away somcthing from the received text of the Mahabharata and passing it
oft as the original work is a thing categorically different from adding something to it. To
add small details here and there, embellishing and amplifying the original, would be merely
a gentle and lowly service ad majorem gloriam der. Even long picces may sometimes be
added, if they are actually found in other Mahabharata manuscripts; and occasionally,
oven if they arc not found in the current manuscripts, provided there is at least oral
tradition to support their claims.

1 The reason of these repetitions has been ex- 2 Ct. Holtzmann, Das Mahabharata, 2. 33, on
plained by Jacobi, Das Ramdyagpas, p. 34, with adhy. 139 of the Vulgate ; or the surmises of various
reference to the Raméyapa, The same explanation soholars regarding the Ganes'a episode ( for literature

is applicable here, mutatis mutandis. see the next footnote),
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No doubt the received text contained difficulties and obscuritios and repetitions,
Bat they would be merely due to corruptions of the text; the difficulties could be solved
and the purpose of the repetitions explained by a really learncd Pandit, who knows and
understands everything.

That the omissions cannot be the result of a preconceived plan to shorten or to
improve the text, follows further from two other facts: firstly, enough digressions and
superfluities still remain in v, which would have all been swept away in pursuance of the
alleged plan; and, secondly, v has its own interpolations, albeit they are few in number
and short in extent, such as 349* (in K Vi Da Da.s), 451* (K Di), 516* (K oxcept Kg
Dn D1), 565* (K except Ka), 1495* (51 K Ds), 1735* (Si Ku only), 1855* (S, K [),
2077* (S1 K except Ks and Ni.s Vi Da.s), ete.

While these so-called “omissions” cannot be all intentional, they can also not be
all accidental. - The text is continuous and complete in itself. It has no apparent lacunae,
as it surely would have had, if the omissions had becn due to fortuitous loss or destruction
of some intermediate folios of a parent manuseript.

It may further be pointed out that many of the apparent “omissions” of v, in
relation to T or the Vulgate (i. c¢. Nilakantha’s text) are confirmed by the rival recension,
the Southern recension; e. g. the Ganesa episode (App. I, No. 1), or the anticipation of
the list of the hundred sons of Dhrtaristra (No. 41), or again the story of the birth of
Abhimanyu (No. 42), or finally the anticipation of the story of the birth of Karpa (No,
43) in the Sambhavaparvan, These passages arc omitted in S no less than in K.

In theso instances, moreover, the intrinsic probability is wholly on the side of those
manuscripts that lack these aceretions. It is unnecessary to dilate on the Ganesa cpisode,
which, on the face of it, is a later addition, and which has been dealt with so often by
different critics.” As for the two passages, Nos, 42-43 of App. I, it is sufficient
to observe that the adhyaya in which they occur is meant to be a mere list of the dramatis
personae, in which cach actor in the great drama is identified as the incarnation of some
god, goddess, or titan, tuking this or that part in one momentous phase of an all-embracing
cosmic movement, The adhyaya being originally a mere (metrical) list (as it is in the
constituted text and the Southern recension ),* such stories as the account of the birth of
Abhimanyu and Karna are wholly out of place here, and could not possibly have belonged
to the original scheme of the adhyaya. The contrary supposition only stultifies the
original writer, making him out to be an irresponsible lunatic, scarcely a desirable
conclusion from the orthodox view-point.

Likewise many of the apparent omiesions in v in relation to the Southern rcoension
are confirmed by other Northern versions; c. g. the anticipation of the birth of Krspi and
Dhrstadyumna ( App. I, No. 79), or the Nalayani episode ( No. 100), or the account of a
battle between the Kauravas and the Pandavas (No. 103), which are peculiar to S. I
other words, these “omissions” are documented by the whole of N. "

1 Winternitz, JRAS. 1898, 380ff.; Venkatach- larly, Winternitz, Ind. dnt. 1898, 77 ff,
8llam Iyer, Notes of a Study, pp. 231., 28 1L, ; Liiders, ? Bee adhy. 58 of Bastri’s Adiparvan in the
Deutsche Literaturzeitung, 1929, 1143f, Partiou- fouthern Recension,
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: One notable feature of v to which I must now draw attention is its frequent agree-
ment with S against T, especially in the matter of isolated and even unimportant readings,
acattered throughout this parvan. I shall cite a few (out of the hundreds of possible )
instances to exemplify this intercsting and important characteristic of v. The readings of
oconflated manuscripts, which serve only to confuse the issue, have been ignored; the
references are, as usual, to the adhyiaya and gloka.

1. 138 K V. S 7&mg (Text) : B D gy:6¢.

1. 144 K S qiwd geaad @ B D aozewac.

1. 208 K S szar m&at ax1: : V. B D graagd s

20. 2 K S fyaat fawowagat (hypermetric!) : others Rqwment faat, ete.

21.10 K S°sa® : N Vi B D (1mostly) *mor.

26.9 K S aftwafaiiqui : N Vi B D (mostly ) agzseae( or °R )it

84.13 S K S srremft wgram: : N Vi B D (mostly ) sifteafy adtaa:.

37.5 SiK Safgor : R Vi B D (mostly) shad.

39. 16 S K S mrraraem : N2 Vi B D & sam &,

41. 17 gnKSgW : Ni.2 Vi B D .

64.10 K S zafa ud (or way) frgm: szar: afkar gz : N Vi B D (mostly ) safa

WAFAGUIZIZT AYfaT:.

68. 14 K S agmfrgmwar : N Vi B D (mostly ) aredaadar.

76. 22 K Sge®ar : N B D (mostly ) ¥=: gar.

77.4 K Sai : N B D (mostly) gt

94.12 Si K S gadwmat : N Vi B D (mostly ) giweitsym.

100. 6 S: K S it : Nia Vi B D (mostly ) ar.

119. 8 Si K S ar zgafy (irregular) : Ni.a B D ar asfted (regular).

188. 17 K 8 sragzaat R : Nas Vi B D ada arsse.

141. 4 S K S g§x wwamt : N Vi B D (mostly) gie wrat &.

142. 18 51 K S sgar: : N Vi B D (mostly ) zarar.

143. 38 S: K 8 g agema: : N Vi B D sfifiar agis:.

169. 20 Si: K S gfadt 33: : N2 Vi B D yRawas:.

176. 5 K S grasgar: : N Vi B D (mostly ) qugaszgar:.

182. 9 Si K S miftgs: agd w97 : Na.s Vi B D qurze ggXaeca.

187. 20 K S qagraadziar : N Vi B D awrdftadt qm.

189. 23 S: K S : N Vi B D yaaa.

193.1 S: K 8 Rz : N B D Réif.

196. 4 $1KNISQ§ : Ne.a Vi BD ag.

199. 12 S} K N: S stafgarg : Ni.s B D smgrmam.

199.19 S: K Ni S adrm: : Na.s Vi B D amt.

Such extensive agrecments in petty verbal details must nccessarily be, in the main,
an original imheritance, and could never be, in their totality, the result of contamination or
conflation, as one may vaguely imagine they are; because to acheive them would necessitate
more expenditure of energy than an ancient Indian redactor or reciter or commentator of
the epic would bargain for. And even if one or the other of them had the requisite amount

1 Note that the fragmentary Sirada ocodex begins at 1, 26, 10.
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of energy to use in this way, it would appear to him to be a ludicrous waste of it.
We in the present century are apt to get nervous and irritable over misprints and variae
lectiones. But an anciant Indian scribe, redactor or even commentator, not to speak of the
common reciter ( pathaka )—if I read aright Indian literary history—was not perturbed in
the least by a little difference in wording or in sequence, especially if the variant did not
give an appreciably better or appreciably worsc sense. The cnormous and complicated
critical apparatus assembled here, moreover, can leave us in no doubt as to the attitude
of the custodians of the epic tradition towards paltry verbal details: it was that of total
indifference.

Addition or omission of passages is, T may add, a variation of an entirely different
order. If a reciter or commentator came across, in another manuscript, an additional
passage, there was every chance of his copying it down somewhere, either in the margin
of his own copy, or on a supplementary folio; for there wonld be, in his mind, always
present the possibility that the passage in question was some part of the original that his
own manuscript had unaccountably lost. How else, forsooth, could the passage get into
the other manuscript ?

In my opinion, therefore, this fact of the concord between v and S in small details,
coupled with the almost entire lack of agreement as regards the additions peculiarto v or S,
is the strongest argument imaginable for the independence of these two versions, and
consequently for the primitive character of their concordant readings. It is needless to
point out that this is a factor of supreme importance for the reconstruction of the original,

The text of v is throughout of such a character as to inspire confidence. Its
conservatism is proved by its preserving archaisms and the lectio difficilior (e. g. wftrahs
1. 2. 144; sy’ 1. 2. 177, 189 ; smar adv. “frankly” 1. 10. 6; g9 1. 98, 13; agX 1. 98.
18), often in a corrupt form, while other manuscripts have discarded them in favour of
modern forms or easy paraphrases. It is wcll known that, for purposes of textual
reconstruction, the mecchanical corruptions of a stupid but faithful copyist are to be
preferred to the intelligent copyings of a less faithful one.

Again, v is often the only version that has preserved the correct reading;

e.g. 1.2.102:
TN YATA ARG Alicavian |
AT AT ovegrEay gAY I |
g qAT g¥ THETA divesi I
where the Vulgate version reads (1. 2. 138 f.):
T gAY At it AT )
FaapY Ay Gt eeny:fReang i
AT aFefioiswrar Zahaar I |
gy qaY g¥ SATEEd e N
while Sastri’s reading is (1. 2. 108f.):
a¥ Tarea AW Aoy Ao |
TeTAREG TS wRar FEE 3
IR J4at g¥ TREIT QLT |

1 Devabodha paraphrases the word with gYgtwqr.
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_ It is Draupadi who, like a canoe, rescues the Pandavas, who were submerged in the
ocean of the dice-play. The correctness of the text reading, which is based on that of K,
m proved by a stanza in the Sabbid ( B. 2. 72. 3), which is the source of our stanza:

APASTARY ARy fasany |

TETET vy - Arert AT qreTAE I
Compare also the following three versions of 1. 166. 23 (=B. 1. 176. 27; M. 1. 174. 29):

Kis N: Vi B D= Vulgate v = Text Southern Recension
A T afewew FATA F AZTH: ST AT T
T FaTGE | a7 AaTmuRATEa | S ARy |
frge s7nqt a QYsegt afyeng |rser:gt gty
urqaL wEwET: N gt aata: | A T AqrIq: |

Obviously, the stumbling block was a=adid of the constituted text, which is a lect.
diff.; herc it means “forgotten”, a meaning cited in our dictionaries generally as an
uncommon meaning given only by Indian lexicographers! Unless one here assumes v to
be original, it is impossible to explain this divergence of v, T and S, both of which
give a possible though weak sense.

An unbiassed comparative survey of the different versions leads one to the con-
clusion that the Sarada (Kaémiri) version is certainly the best Northern version, and
probably, taken as a wholc, the best extant version® of the Adi, a conclusion not based on
abstract considerations, but one that may be verified inductively and pragmatically, Asis
natural, this version is, not by any means, entirely free from corruptions and interpolations.
These must be carefully corrected and controlled with the help of the other versions,
particularly of those of the rival recension.

Sub-Recension 7.

This sub-recension comprises the four versions: Nepalf, Maithili, Bengali and
Devanigari, and is represented by a very large number of manuscripts; it is, in fact,
the most numerous group. Instances of readings which distinguish T from v S, have been
adduced above (p. Liv), to show the agreement between v and S against . The versions
comprising this sub-recension have, morcover, quite a considerable number of “additional”
passages in common, which clearly differentiate it from other versions, Noteworthy is the
substitution of a lengthy passage of 56 lines (App. I, No. 61) for 1. 105. 4-7, giving a
detailed account of the marriage of Pandu with Kunti and Madri. This detailed account
is obviously secondary. On no other supposition can one, it seems to me, account for the
circumstance that Si: Ko-s and S should agree in having a short version of the episode for
which Ks N B D substitute a considerably longer and more elaborate version, both versions
being embedded tn @ portion of descriptive text with minimal variation. For, while it is
inconceivable that two (more or less) independent groups of manuseripts such as S, Ko-s
and S could arrive at the same short account independently of each other, it is, at the
same time, extremely improbable that either group (S: Ko-s or S) should have copied the
short summary from the other, discarding altogether its own original detailed account.

1 CL. Liiders, Deutsche Literaturzeitung, 1929, Kas'miri-Version den relativ dltesten Text des Epos
1141: “Das ist um so mehr zu begriissen, als die bdietet.” (Italios mine!)
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The secondary interrelationship of the various versions comprising sub-recension ¥
is documented sufficiently clearly by their having in common quite a large number of
lengthy passages which are missing in v S, and which, on independent (intrinsic) grounds,
have been or may be declared spurious. The following passages, given in App. I, are
instances of such interpolations:

(1) No. 12 (Ni.s Vi B D), a duplicate and superfluous description of the ocean,
a similarly worded description having occurred only in the preceding adhyiya;

(2) No. 14 (Ki N Vi B D except Ds, Ds on suppl. fol.), a short Purinic story
relating how Sirya resolves to burn the world down, whereupon Garuda, at Brahm#’s
behest, brings his brother Arupa over to the east that ho might act as Siirya’s charioteer,
shielding the world from the hcat of tho enraged Sun—a digression suggested by the
casual mention of Arunpa in adhy. 14;

(3) No. 41 (Ks.4 Ni.s Vi B D except Ds), a list of the hundred sons of Dhrtara-
stra—an anticipation of adhy. 108, whose occurrence here (like that of the two following
interpolations in the same adhyiya ), as has been explained above, is obviously contrary to
the original plan of the adhyaya; .

(4) No. 42 (Ks.« N Vi B D oxcept Ds), an account of the scene which was
enacted in heaven before the birth of Abhimanyu, a story which is really meant to
explain the mystery of his premature death ;

(5) No. 43 (K« N Vi B D except D:), the open secreot of the mysterious birth of
Karna, which is an anticipation of adhy. 104; and, finally,

(6) No. 81, lines 193-230 (Ku N Vi B D Ti), meant to be a sunmary of
the Jatugrha episode, which is, however, a garbled and incoherent version of the original
story.

The view that v and ¥ may stand in geuetie relation to each other does not receive
much support from the facts of the case, Neither v nor T can be derived from the other,
Each possesses original features that the other lacks, as is cvidenced by their alternate
agreement with S, even in the matter of petty verbal details.  All these coincidences need
not, qf course, be original. Some could be indeed sccondary changes, made independently
in the samec direction ; others again may possibly be cxplained as the result of contamina-
tion. There will remain still an obstinate residuc of agreements between v and S, or
between T and S, that must be sct down as the expression of the ultimato connection of the
respective concordant versions through the lost original source.

Contamination between v and Y, owing to the contiguity of the areas in which the
respective versions were current, was inevitable, and must, in any case, be assumed to have
existed ; on the other hand, contamination between ¥ and S cannot be altogcther denied.

Particularly interesting is a small group of passages of doubtful character, to which
reference has already been made. These are certain passages that are common to T and S,
and are missing in S: Ko-s only; in other words, they are found in all manuscripts collated
except S1 Ko-s; for example, the Kanikaniti. There is usually other cvidence against the
passages, Thus the secondary character of the Kanikaniti is quite unexpectedly confirmed ;
firstly, by the illogical repetition in certain Southern manuscripts (Ts Ga.e.s) of two
preceding adhyayas (129-130); and, secondly, from the fact there is no reference to the
Kanikaniti in Kgemendra’s Bhiratamafijari, in the Javanese version, as also in Devabodha’s

8
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commentary. It may, of course, happen that in particular cases there is no collateral
( confirmatory ) evidence of this character available; e. g. in the puerile account of the birth
of Dubgala (App. I, No. 63). Here the evidence of documentary and intrinsic probability
is almost equally balanced; and documentary probability points in one direction, while
intringic probability points in the other.

I have in such cases hemtatmgly followed v (= Si K), taking into account, on the
one hand, the superiority of v in gencral trustworthiness, and, on the other hand, the
special characteristics of T and S, which arc versions rather of the inclusive than of
the oxclusive type, prone to amplification and elaboration. Fortunately for us such cases
are comparatively rare,

The rejection, on the evidence of v alone, of the whole of the incoherent adhy. 139
of the Bombay ecdition (our App. I, No. 80), an adhyaya which contains only some
needless repetition, besides minor absurdities, would not have called forth any comment
from me, but for the fact that with its omission disappears the only reference, I think, in
tho wholc epic to this alleged installation of Yudhigthira as heir apparent to the throne of
Hastinapura, The Kaswiri version, which omits the entire adhyiya containing the
refmuxce unexpectedly justifies the indignant outburst of Holtzmann ( Das Mahabharatce,
Bd. 2, p. 33): “Geradezu Filschung ist es, wenn 1, 139, 1=25517 behauptet wird, der
blinde Dhrtardshira habe mit Uchergehung seiner eigenen Sohne den Yudhishthira zun
Kronprinzen (yuvardja) ausrufen lassen.” One of the main objects in interpolating this
adhyaya seems to have been to exonerate Arjuna from the blame or sin of fighting with his
own guru (Acirya Droga) in the Great War, by making the Acirya himself exact from
his pupil in the presence of all his kinsfolk—for no reason that is adduced or can be seen
— the solemn but senscless promise that he (Arjuna), when challenged, would not refuse
to tight with Drona, Cf. B. 1. 139, 13:

Tty ¥ sfvome o= |

gRwita afama wEmaEdigs: |

F&sE AfaqT=AT PAARETAEAT |

aate = afre o gegE: |

ITEYN TN | TR T |
Tkere is no reference to this alleged promise in the sequel. And originally a different
solution of the dilemma was obviously imagined. To Arjuna’s question (Gita 2. 4):

Y frAwy = 0 T AR
rgfir: sent gz i
the reply of Bhagavin Sri Krspa is (Gita 2. 19, 32, 38):
T g AP ZrATE TR T gaq |
WA at 7 Aanhar g gha 7 =
HY AT I3 T0H a weawy |
am |ud ey T R aoaEeery i
QO TN TR ST TR | |
AAY FFT Toq@ G qrowareEy o .
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Archetype s,

This archetype is represented, in our critical apparatus, by the three closely allied
versions Nepali, - Maithill and Bengali; probably together with Uriyi (belonging to
Orissa), of which version, however, no manuscripts were available for collation,

The Nepali Version.

The Nepali version is represented in our eritical apparatus by the threo manusoripts
N:, Ns and Ns.*  The version is closely allied to the Bengali, with which the agrecment of
one or the other of the three manuscripts is almost constant. That cven the xhanuscripts
of distant Nepal are not wholly free from contamination from some Southern source or
sources (direct or indirect) follows, for instance, from 224%, 263% 819%, 991* 998*
1096%, 1246%, 1470%, 1569%, 1748%*, 1768%, 1778%, 1788%, 1828%, 1910*, 1957*, 2133*%,
etc., etc., as also passage No. 112 of App. I—interpolations common to S and somé of the
Nepali manuscripts. One of these manuscripts (Ns) happens to be the oldest of the
dated manuscripts (A. D. 1511) belonging to our critical apparatus.

The Masthilt Version.

Of the Maithili version, which is the version of North Bihar, only onc manuscript
(V1) was collated for this edition. Vi and K agree sporadically against all other manu-
scripts (cf. for instance, 1. 1. 8, 49, 162), but such agrecments are few and far between,
and it would not be safe to draw from them any far-reaching conclusion regarding
the relationship of Viand K. Asin 306%, 321% 328%, 346%, 378%, 418%, 450%, 541%, V.,
agrees, on the other hand, with the typical Bengali-Devaniigari group against all other
manuscripts. Vi contains 1548%, a Southern passage, found otherwise only in Dn Di. 4. .

The Bengal Version.

The Bengali version of sub-recension ¥ was studied more carcfully than either the
Nepali or Maithili. The study of this version was facilitated by the extreme courtesy and
kindness of Pandit Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya, who has, now for many years, kindly
and unselfishly supervised the work of our collation centre at the Visvabharati, a centre
organized by Professor M. Wintcrnitz, when he was residing at Bolpur as a Guest
Professor in Rabindranath Tagore’s University. With the co-opcration of a select batch
of advanced students, Pandit Vidhushekhara has been good enough to supply the Institute
regularly with carcfully prepared collations of a large number of valuable old Bengali
manuseripts in the rich collection of the Visvdbharati, as also of other manuseripts placed
at his disposal by different Bengali Institutes and scholars, among the latter, my kind
friend Professor Sushil Kumar De, of the University of Dacca. Of tho large number of
manuscripts thus collated, ultimately five were selected for inclusion in the ecritical
apparatus of the edition. Notwithstanding considerable variation in these manuscripts
as regards petty verbal details, the material appears sufficient to settle the text of this

umportant version. '

1 I may mention here that, unfortunately, in the off in many places; but, on examining the passages
footnotes to the constituted text, towards the end carefully I found that the context almost invariably
of this volume, the diacritioal mark of N has broken shows whether one has to read N or N,
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The Bengali version is closely allied to the Vulgate, but is unquestionably superior
to the latter in so far that it is happily free from a large number of late accretions which
encumber the Vulgate. Of such “omissions”, exhibiting the superiority of the Bengali
version, the following will serve as illustrations:

(1) The entire Brahn.a-Ganeéa complex in adhy. 1, of which the Bengali version
con tains not the remotest trace,  The spurious character of this passage has been discussed
and demonstrated so often that it is unnccessary to dilate upon it here.’

(2) The short dialogue of 8 lines (71*) between Paragurima and the shades of
his ancestors, in the beginning of adhy. 2, which is wholly unnecessary here, and is, as a
matter of fact, only an excerpt from a detailed description of the principal Indian tirthas,
which occurs in the Aragya ( B. 3. 83. 291L.).

(3) A short passage of only six lines (cf. App. I, No. 13), which represents a
somewhat fecble attempt (as unnecessary as it is unsuccessful ) to fill out an apparent
lacuna in the original.?

(4) A long interpolation (App. I, No. 78) of 119 lines in adhy. 138 (Bom. ed.),
which gives an inflated account of the defeat and the ultimate capture of Drupada by the
Pipdavas. Itis one of the miniature Bharata-yuddhas—mere by-play for the benefit of
the gallery—which expand and embellish the Southern recension and the Vulgate.  The
older version disposes of the battle in two lines, which, taking everything into con-
sideration, is after all perhaps not a very inadequate treatment, as already remarked.

(5) More than usual intercst attaches to another omission in the Bengali version,
which concerns a well-known and popular scene deseribing the discomfiture of Karpa at
Draupadi’s svayamvara, which is commonly believed to be one of the main reasons why
he always entertained feelings of such deep and implacable hatred towards Krsna
(Draupadi), and lost thereafter no opportunity to hurt and humiliate her.

This passage deserves a detailed consideration. Ramesh Chandra Dutt, who had to
make a very carcful selection of the incidents of the epic in compressing the story, has
made this seene the centre of his poetic account of the marriage of Draupadi, and given a
vivid rendering of the passage in his Iipic of the Dharatas:

“Uproso Karna, peerless archer, proudest of the archers he,
And he went and strung the wcapon, fixed the arrows gallantly,
Stood like Surya in his splendour and like Agni in his flame,—
Pandu’s sons in terror whispered, Karna sure must hit the aim!
But in proud and queenly accents Drupad’s queenly daughter said:
‘Monarcl’s daughter, born a Kshatra, Suta’s son I will not wed.’
Karna heard with crimsoned forehead, left the emprise almost done,
Left the bow already circled, silent gazed upon the Sun!”

The situation is, undoubtedly, full of dramatic possibilities. Just at the moment

when the prize was going to be snatched away from the heroes of the epic by an upstart,

1 Cf. p. LI1I, footnote 1, above. (Traduzioni di epica indiana), published in the

? See F. Belloni-Filippi, “L’episodio di Kadri e Ascoli Memorial Volume, Silloge Linguistica
di Vinatd nell’ edizione oritica del Mahabhirata” (Torino 1930).
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the brave lit.-tle Draupadi comes to the rescue and snubs openly, in the presence of the
assembled princes, the semi-divine bastard, the understudy of the Villain of the piece, the
unwat.xted suitor, who thereupon withdraws discomfitted; and everybody breathes a ,sigh
of relief. A tense scene!

Unfortunately, this melo-dramatic interlude, to judge by the doeumuntm*y evidence,
appears to be the handiwork of a very late Vyiisaid, as it is found only in K¢ N,
Dn Ds.ss, that is, one manuscript of the X group, one Nepili manuscript, and three
composite Devanagari manuscripts, besides the Nilakaptha version! All of these aro lato
and inferior or conflated manuscripts. It is missing, on the other hand, not only in the
Saradd version and the Southern recension (as in the case of many of the interpolations of
the Vulgate ), but for once, also in the entire Bengali version!

It might seem a piece of sheer vandalism or perverseness to omit this seemingly
beautiful little passage, which has won its way into pcople’s hearts, from any edition of
the Great Epic of India, relying merely upon documentary evidence. A little reflection
will, however, convince any one that the loss to the epic is not as serious as one might, at
first, suppose, since it is a palpably fuked and thoroughly wircal situation. 1f ono thinks
about it at all, one fails to understand how Draupadi, who was, after all, then only an
unexperienced maiden in her teens, had recognized the King of Angas (whom she had
probably never seen before) and known hLim for the son of a coachman, unfit to wed
a princess. He had been invited by her father. At least he was given a seat of honour
among the princes. He is specifically named by Dhrstadyumna among the suitors
(1.177. 4). Morcover, it does not appear as if the bride elcet had much choico or voice
in the matter, at the time of these claborate and formal state functions notwithstanding
that they were called svayanwaras. She had to wed any competitor who excelled in the
particular proficicney test which had been arranged by her father or guardian. She was
viryagulka: she was given by her guardian to the highest bidder, the price paid being
heroism, or rather proficiency in marksmanship. This is quite evident from the words of
Yudbisthira, addressed later to the Purohita of Drupada (1. 185. 23f.):

sfigesht g« TE |Ee o agrggar |

7 ax guig Far Agmr a el a > 7 a0

Fam g fx srgdo 3w 28w T d@fgm)

/7 aq™A ACAAE FEN Sar qnEEEAey |
We accordingly find, as a matter of fact, that without murmur or hesitation, she follows an
unknown and apparently undistinguished Brahman boy—Arjuna in disguisc—who happens
to have hit the mark. She does not know him from Adam, but she makes no inquiries
about his status or lineage. Even if this were regurded a8 u caso of romuntic love at first
sight for the handsome and heroic bowman (which it certainly is not), she never opens
her lips' when Yudhigthira propoees that she should be the common wife of the five
brothers, which must have shattered her romance to swmitherecns, but quietly subniits to
(what is made to appear) as & most unusual and unnatural, if not a shocking, proposal, and
from which even her old father and brother recvil with perplexity and amazement. It
seems to me, therefore, that the documentary evidence is amply supportcd here by
intrinsic probability. ’ | |
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Examples of other less important “‘omissions” in the Bengali version which die-
tinguish it from the Devandgari are: 54%, 60%, 71%*, 152%, 171%, 274%, 277%, 689%, 1171%,
1205%, 1222*, 1270*, 1614* (proverbs, one of them being a citation from Manu), 1714*
(a short list of sacred rivers), 1788%*, 1827%, 1841%, all of which occur in the Vulgate, but
are missing in the Bengali version.

Occasionally Bengali manuscripts agree in their readings with the Southern
recension, standing in opposition to S: K (with or without D);e. g.:

1.22 B S gft : K (mostly) D (mostly ) 3.

1. 42 B S emwat : Ko.s-« D (mostly ) gz 3.

7.8 B D (mostly) Saua : K gam.

39.10 B D (mostly) Sam: : Si K (with a few D) g
64.29 N B D S wmr : K 723, ete,, ete., cte.

Other examples have been cited under the description of the K version.

In these cnses, I have, as a rule, given preference to the agreemnent between B and
S, on tho postulated principle of the originality of the agreement between indcpendent
versions, adopting in the constituted text, the concordant reading; but owing to the
circumstance, that sporadic contamination between B and S, as a whole, cannot be
altogether denied and that there are, as & matter of fact, some Bengali manuscripts that
stand, palpably, under the influence of the Southern tradition, even in the matter of minor
readings, it is impossible to be perfectly certain about the originality of e reading common
to B and 8. I am, however, of opinion that the probability is always on the side of the
concordant reading, though the evidence of this agrcement may be rebutted by other
considerations, such as intrinsic probability or the evidence of pertinent testimonia.

The Devanagari Version.

The Devanagari seript plays in the Mahabharata textual tradition the important
rOle of being the commonest medium of the contamination of different Mahiabhirata
versions, A Devanidgari manuscript of the Mahabharata may, in fact, contain practically
any version or combination of versions,

Of the four “Devanigart” scholiasts whose commentaries were collated for the Adi,
Arjunamiséra is cortainly an Easterner, and bases his commentary on the Bengali text;
Ratnagarbha appears to be a Southerner, and his text is cvidently a blend between the
Northern and the Southern texts; while Nilakantha is quite definitely a Westerner, though
he seems to have written his commentary in*Benares. The provenance of the fourth and
the last commentator mentioned above cannot be determined with certainty ; but it might
be surmised that Devabodha was a “Northerner”; in any case, his text (to judge by the
lemmata in his commentary) shows remarkable affinities with the North-western or
Kasmiri version (v).

Most' of the Devanigari manuscripts, as already remarked, are eclectic on no
recognizable principle: now they approach the Southern tradition (S), now the purer
Northern (v). If any one were to maintain that just this composite text was the
original, a patchwork of disjointed ancient passages, which had later split up into the
Northern and Southern recensions (as might easily. be implicitly assumed by the
protagonist, say, of Nilakantha’s version ), it would be a thesis difficult to substantiate, It
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seems more natural to regard, as already observed, the Devanidgart as a sort of “vulgar”
geript (like the Latin, in Europe), the script understood by the savants all over India,
into which many of the local versions were, from time to time, transcribed, a circumstance
which facilitated contamination and conflation,

It has been mentioned above that the Devanagari version contains many more
interpolations than even the Bengali. It would be no eXaggeration to say that the
Devanagarl manuscripts, which are by far the most numerous of Mahiabharata manu-
scripts, are, at the same time, the least tmportant of thew, with the possible excoption of
those of the adjoining version, Telugu.

The Devandgart Version of Arjunamis'ra.

This is in a sense a misnomecr, because this Dovaniigar version, as already remarked,
i8 nothing but a Devaniigari transcript of the Bengali version. Instances of the concord
of B and Da will be found under: 1. 4.6;7.18; 8. 22;10.2;11.7; 26.38;33.25f.;
111. 4; 141. 21; 143. 6; cte., etc,

The name of the commentary is variously given as (Maha )Bhiratirtha( pra )dipika,
and Bharatasamhgrahadipika.! The commentary on the differcnt parvans has been handed
down singly or in groups of a few parvans at a time. Complote manuscripts of the
commentary are said to exist in Bengal, but cven there they are not common. The
manuscripts, which are written in Bengali or Devanigari characters, have various dates in
the seventeenth or later centuries; the earliest hitherto reported date is V. Sarmhvat 1676
(ca. A. D. 1620). Arjunamisra, who styles himself Bhiraticirya in the colophons of his
commentary, was the son of Isina, who was a “Reciter” ( pathaka ) or “Princo of Rociters”
(pathakardja) of the Mahabhirata, and who appears to have borne, like his son, the title
Bharaticarya. Arjunamisra is cited by name by Nilakantha once in his commentary on
the Mahabharata (ad B. 8. 291. 70) and was, therefore, certainly anterior to Nilakantha,
who belongs to the last quarter of the scventcenth century. Arjuna, in turn, mentions,
among his predecessors: Devabodha, Vimalabodlha, gam.lilya, Sarvajiia-Nariyana (also
known as Nariyapa-Sarvajiia or mercly Nardyana). He appears to have based his
scholium closely on that of Devabodha, from whose commentary Arjuna often cites,
verbatim long extracts, without specifically naming the source. Arjuna wrote also a
commentary on the Purugasikta, to which he himself refers in the Dipika on B. 14. 25,
26. Telang? surmises that he is posterior to the Vedantist Sumkaracarya; and Holtz-
mann® assigns him to the thirtcenth or fourkeenth century, both without mentioning auny
cogent reasons for their assumptions. Arjuna has treated the Harivarsa as an integral
part of the epic, claborately defending this position; his commentary, thercfore, cmbraces

the Harivamga also.*

1 Bee, for further details, Haraprasada Shastri, 8 Das Mahabharata, 3. 67 f, ]
A Dcscriptive Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscripts # Haraprasada Sastri, op. cif. p. xxxvi, wrongly
in the Collections of ths Asiatic Society of Bengal assumes that it was Arjunamis’ra who “boldly made
(Calontta 1928), Preface, pp. lxixfl.; Holtzmanp, the proposal of including the Harivaméa 12,000”
Das Mahabharata, 3. 67 f.; and Sukthankar, in the Mbb. This fact is already implied in the
“Arjunamis’ra”, Dr, Modi Memorial Volume, p. 565 £, Parvasanigralia, which oalls Harivamsa the Khila
3 The Bhagavadgiti (8. B, E, vol, 8), p. 204, and includes it in the list of the 100 sub-parvans!
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Following the example of my predecessors, I have utilized Devanigarl manuscripts
of his commentary and treated his version as a sub-division of the Devanigarl version,
The two Devanigarl manuscripts utilized by me are, however, extremely corrupt.
Moreover, the toxt they contain is evidently contaminated from the Vulgate, as proved
by the glaring discrepancies that exist between the readings of the text and the lcmn.zata
in the coumentary (c. g. 1. 1. 17,22). This corruption of the Arjunamiéra manuscripts,
I could not explain at first, but now it is clear that it is due to their being faulty tran-
scripts of Bengali originals, Two such Bengali manuscripts’ (unaccompanied by the epic
text) werce sent to me subsequontly by my kind friend Professor Sushil Kumar De of the
University of Dacea from the collection of the Dacca University. These manuscripts are
far superior, as is but natural, to the Devanagarl manuseripts. It would seem, therefore,
expedient to secure and use, whenever possible, good old Bengali manuscripts of Arjuna-
midéra’s commentary, treating his version as an offshoot of the Bengali version (with
the symbol Ba); or, still better, such Bengali manuscripts of his commentary as are
unaccompanied by the epic text, The reason of the last precaution will be presently
explained.

A word of caution is here necessary in regard to what are cited in the critical notes
as the readings of Arjunamiéra. The readings found in the (epic) text accompanying the
commentary have, as a rule, been taken to represent the readings of Arjunamiéra, The
commeontary was consulted by me only oceasionally, in case of doubt or difficulty, or when
a pathantara was noticed during a hurried perusal of the commentary, It is, therefore,
more than likely that, since the (cpic) text of our Arjunamiéra manusecripts is conflated with
various types of texts, in particular with the Nilakantha type, some errors in our readings
have crept in.'  Such errors can, however, be rectified only by carefully working through
the whole commentary word for word, and comparing the lemmate with the (epic) text of
the manuseripts. Even then one can, of course, be sure only of the words and passages
actually cited by the scholiast.

In passing, it may be mentioned that the practice of combining text and commentary
in one manuscript is probably not very old. It is almost certain that the autograph copy
of the commentator was 70t made up on the tripartite system of combining the epic text
and commentary in such a way that text occupics a central strip of the folio, while the
commentary is written in two narrow strips, one at the top and the other at the bottom
of the folio, which is the prototype of the Bombay pothi-form cditions. The scholiast
must have written his commentary, certainly at first, on separate leaves, especially in the
cnse of voluminous texts like those of the two epics. Accordingly the commentaries of
Devabodha and Vimalabodha have been handed down always unaccompained by the epic
text. Those of Arjunamisra and Nilakantha, on the other hand, are generally accompanied
by the epie text, but the two Dacca manuscripts (lent to me by Professor De), as was
mentioned above, contained only the commentary. The two elements—text and
commentary—appear to have been combined into the tripartite form by professional
scribes. If this combination was done under the supervision of the commentator or at

1 Dason University Collection, Nos, 989 A, and ¥ Cf. Wiaternitz, Indol. Prag. 1. 65; and Suk-
2318 B (dated Saka 1689 ) thankar, “Epio Studies II”, 4B17, 11, 167 f.
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least in s lifetime, there is some chance of the soribe’s reproducing, in an approsimately
correct form, the text of the commentator. But if the comhination is mado independently
of him and especially if made some time after the death of the commentator, thero is overy
chance that the scribe would combine the commentary he was copying with some text
known better to himself than to the scholiast. In the latter caso, thercfore, it must
remain doubtful how far the epic text of such a manuscript resembles the text actually
commented upon by the scholiast. It is conscquently best to use always toxts of tho
commentary unaccompanied by the epic text, though it is an extremely laborious process
to collate such a manuscript with any given Mahabharata text; but we eliminate in this
way automatically all chances of avoidable errors of commission and omission.

The Devandgart Version of Nilakantha: the Vulgate.

Nilakantha, considered until lately, at least in India, as the most trustworthy
¢uide for the exposition of the Mahabharata, was a Brahmin scholar of Maharistra, with
the surname Caturdhara (modern Chaudhari), son of Govinda Siari and Phullimbika,
residing at Kurparagrama (modern Kopargaon) on the Godavari.! Nilakantha wrote his
commentary on the Mahabharata (and another work called the Gancsagita ), in Benares, in
the last quarter of the seventeenth century. He appears to be the author also of a work
called Mantrarahasyaprakasika.

At the beginning of his commentary on the Great Epic, Nilakantha tells us that
before writing his scholium, the Bharatabhavadipa, he had compared many copies of the
Mahabharata, collected from different parts of India, with a view to determining the
“best” readings and even consulted the scholia of old authorities:

qgraamd Afrararsrmtatifae a et g0

T AENATTA GEATTR TICAATEIE: )
We accordingly find that he occasionally mentions (in about 125 places) variant rcadings
and additional passages found in diffcrent provincial versions (most of which can be
identified among the readings of the manuscripts comprising our critical apparatus), and
cites (as a rule, without naming the source) the explanations given by other scholiasts—
information, scanty though it is, yet of immense interest and value for the history of the
received text. Variants cited by Nilakantha will be found in the footnotes under:
1.1.1, 3, 4, 6, 8, 13, 19, 22, 41, 80, 100, 118, 129, 185, 188; 2. 6, G4, 243; 3. 19, 149,
189;4.1;5.9;11.1;13.2,29; 14. 8, 16; 16. 10, 33 (found only in Cdl); 18.11;19.6;
24. 9; 27. 85; 28. 24; 30. 5 (not found elsewhere!), 11; 32, 18; 33. 20; 88. 30; 39. 11; 46,
25, 29 (not found elsewhere!); 49. 4,17 ; 50. 9-12. 17 ; 51. 4 (not found elsewhere!), 5; 53.
34;54. 8, 8; 55, 3; 57. 21,22, 78; 58. 35 f., 50; 59. b4; 62. 10; 68. 38; 69. 26; 70. 3,
19, 46; 71. 81, 51; 82. 8; 87. 12; 88. 22; 89. 51; 92. 43; 102, 23; 109, 10, 12, 15 (not
found elsewhere!); 110. 33; 114. 2; 117. 9; 118. 9; 120. 10 (Nilp aa=aq/, as in text; om,
through oversight; cf. B. 1. 180. 10); 124. 32; 125. 2; 181. 8; 133. 18 (“Gaudapatha”);
141. 7; 143, 12; 148. 10; 150. 15; 153. 3; 154. 2, 13; 155, 28, 34, 49; 158, 14 (mentions
Devabodha!), 46; 161. 4 (not found elsewhcre!); 168. 25; 169. 20; 170, 21; 171, 7; 178,

1 See Printz, *“Bhaga-wirter, in Nilakaptha’s Bbaratabhivadipa”, Einleitung, XZ. 44. 70 ff.
9
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9, 186. 1; 188. colophon (mentions S interpolation, the Naldyani episode); 190. 5; 191.
18; 192. 10, 27; 197. 14; 199. 19, 80; 206. 2; 207. 23; 214. 9, 11; 218. 81, 33 (not found
elsewhere!); 219. 3; 221. 5 (not found elsewhere!); 228. 17. The readings of Nila-
kaptha’s own text are, as a rule, inferior; our text readings will be found mostly among
Nilakantha's pathantaras.

Nilakantha refers to Devabodha, Vimalabodha, Arjunamisra, Ratnagarbha, and
Barvajfia-Narayana, in the course of his comments on the different parvans. To
Devabodha, who is onc of the oldest (if not the oldest) commentators of the Mahabharata
hitherto known, he refers while commenting on 1. 158. 14 ( = B. 1. 170. 15.):

7 sgar: gk av @ T TMgawA: |
FAce garwhid f af agaatga i
R sl 9R) ¥t areraana |

Not a single word of this stanza, as cited here, is commented on, however, by
Devabodha! The only word in Devabodha’s scholium which might possibly have been
taken from some reading of the stanza before Devabodha is orgar: (= afdr:) and that does not
occur in the reading of the stanza cited by Nilakantha. The mention of Devabodha by
Nilakaptha here, is, therefore, surely honoris causa. Such mistakes by qommentators are
far too frequent to cause surprisc or need comment.' It is, however, noteworthy that the
reason Nilakantha assigns for considering this as an anctent variant is that it had been
commented on by Devabodha and others.  This shows that Nilakantha held Devabodha in
high esteem, and reckons him among the ancient authorities. What Nilakantha regards as
“‘ancient” (pricina) is of course a matter for speculation. Nevertheless I do not think
that he would have called Devabodba a ‘“‘pricina” commentator, unless the interval
between them was at lcast four or five centuries. Nilakantha refers to Devabodha again
in B. 7. 82. 2: ayaféw: aya%aad qz=a gy XaAw:.  Arjunamiéra he cites in his comment on
B. 8. 291. 70 : stirecqi, Brguzfigoa g,

Since Arjunamisra also cites Devabodha, we can arrange the three commentators in
an incontrovertible sequence: Devabodha—Arjunamisra—Nilakantha.?

The text used or prepared by Nilakaptha is a smooth and eclectic but inferior text,
of an inclusive rather than exclusive type, with an inconsiderable amount of Southern
elcment.

As instances of simplification in the Vulgate, I may cite: 1. 2. 144 Text =fira:
(Vulg. ar fait; of. 1. 13. 20; 41, 21); 2. 189 =tws («&1Fmi ); 10. 6 wwar (&3 ai; cf. 1. 187.6);
37. 10 R =maedq Rfga: (wd &= affdd); 39. 16 fw (RR); 45. 16 &= vahemlsfy (Rl );
62. 12 w7 (&8°); 96. 16 garot (wdsi ); 122. 5 xyafy (gwga); 122. 42 awd (a¥aa); 139. 18
Rewamy sa (sswmg s ); 150. 8 qadt: (w:); 221. 1 g% (a&); ete., ete.

1 ¢f. Kielhorn, “On the Jainendra Vyakarapa’, in a paper read before the International Congress of
Ind. Ant. 10. 7b; 16. 24; and Sukthankar, “Mis- Orientalists, Leiden (1931), and entitled “Misca-
cellaneous Notes on Mammata’s Kavyaprakasa”, - | llaneous Notes on Mababhérata Commentators” ; of.
ZDM)G. 66 (1912). b41f. the summary in dctes du XVIII® Congres Inter-

* Many of these facts were communicated by me national des orientalistes (Leiden 1933), p. 156,
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Instances of the correction of solecisms in the Vulgate are: 1. 2. 93 Text ga ( Vulg.
glrewr); 9. 2 Rt (een); 119, 8 w1 maRy (W afed); 181, 25 egam (sadf); 184, 1 wetfi
(ag=); ete., ete.

I add a selection of Southern passages which were interpolated into the Northern
recension by Nilakaptha or by one of his immediate predecessors in the field: 263%, 299*,
473%, 513%, 598%, 700%, T01%, 722*%, 857*, 863*, 963%, 977*%, 1087*, 1054*, 1062%, 1066*,
1069%*, 1100%, 1101%, 1169*, 1211% 1548%, 1768%, 1828%, etc., cte., as also passage
No. 56 of App. L.

Nilakantha's text has acquired in modern times an importance out of all proportion
to its critical value,' to the utter neglect of far superior texts, such as tho Kaswmiri
or Bengali.

Nilakantha's guiding principle, on his own admission, was to make the Mahibhirata
a thesaurus of all excellences (culled no matter from what source). At the beginning
of his commentary on the Sanatsujiatlya, Nilakantha naively remarks (Bom. ed.
Udyoga 42):

IR gacgar? wrrrraRirderardsRargady 1 Reanme Siste aMgGIAINFI
wreaTd 1!

That Southern manuscripts were utilized by him is incontrovertibly proved, for
instance, from the fact that he cites at the end of his comment on Adi 196 (Bom. ed.),
the Nalayani and Bhaumaiasvi episodes (in two adhyiyas), which are typical Southern
interpolations, not found in any Northern manuscript:

s aeRan R Byqgnt IR FUIgIRnARNsEaea s ®RNgEE q;md

Characteristically the scholiast speaks only in general terms (wfyega®) withoub
furnishing any further information about the manuseripts in question. But, fortunately,
he is not always so reticent. Thus he mentions specifically the Bengali version, while
commenting on B. 1. 145. 20 (eetaud Mzyz qr w@d) and clsewhere; cf. his notes on
B. 8. 119. 3, and on 6. 48. 1 (*far gwfar wdsa1 g@raa: qrdl: 97 BFH AT g ).

It must be said to his credit that there is at least one place where he honestly
confesses his inability to understand the confused textual tradition, and that is in his
comment on B. 1. 22. 1:

army ¥RE FAN srrodsaar Ffw gsfa | wiligwam SAwrgEir T w=fa ) e g du-
g ftay fiaghE 7 adfta:

The (printed) editions of Nilakantha’s version leave much to be desired. They
have arbitrarily changed many of the readings and added a ccrtain number of lines which
are not found in the Nilakantha manuscripts hitherto cxamined,

Instances of lines or stanzas with which modern Pandits have cnriched most of our
(printed) Northern editions and which are lacking even in the Nilakantha manuscripts,
are besides a (Southern) passage of 21 lines given in App. I (No. 112) and another of
9 lines (998*), the following short interpolations :

1 Even Holtzmanp, Das Mahabharats, 3. T4: Winternitz, Ind., Ant. 27 (1898), 128,
“Fiir die Erklirung der Einzelheiten ist er von

grosser Bedeutung’’.
3 Ct. Telang, The Bhagavadyitd, p. 203f.; and ¢ Cf. our pote on adhy. 19 (p. 132).

* Cf. our note on adhy. 188 (p. 7587).



LXVIIZ PROLEGOMENA

27% T TATCETE] BVFAT T IaTmHorg |
: g Y WRA Wicavwag il B. 1.1, 1011,
146* grnawmai draor srza) a9 daesdas |
TR icwaz A gl B. 1. 2. 261
148* yATIpE T AQT TIOEIA: |
AU et |t frafue: 0 B. 1. 2. 262
224* gitrreg AETET: SEHAREAA: |
ety fir = fue: Regorea: 1 B.1.8.3
314* yp&fd adyava smgor: qffyda: 1 B. 1. 28. 4
752% gt wnT aer ofy Raser g B.1.79.13
1048* Igeqy ANFS AW N qrogata w1 B. 1. 105. 9
1099* mammmmwml
TR F faad agpEwewy: | B. 1. 108. 12
1805* smgfreawd 7w it av adfeafe 1 B. 1. 184. 19
1957 * rngar:mﬁ\rmf‘-agt & frageeg L B. 1. 200. 26
2043% e qYTA: W AR e |
% auars Y Ay awrawag e | B. 1. 217. 35

It would, however, lmrdly repay, now, the trouble to re-edit, from manuscripts, the
version of Nilakantha, as there are far better versions that could be edited instead,
for instance, the Ka$miri. :

The manuscripts of the Nilakaptha version (which show among themselves slight
diserepancics ) contain a nutuber of lines which are not found in any of the other versions
(cxcept oceasionally in a few manuscripts of the composite Devanagari version);
o. @, 102%, 147%, 276, 412%, 493% B74%, 699%, 765%, 838%, 1270%, 1457%, cte. They
belong perhaps to tho or: al tradition which, at one time, had probably as great value and
authority as the written text.

Nilakaptha has misunderstood the text, and given doubtful, far-fetched or
fanciful interprotations at: 1. 1. 1. 52 (ag:=#m:!), 275 (F%%:); 2. 83 (Fa%=35aq!);
17. 12 (w=x); 23. 15 (Vedantic mtupmtatxon) 27. 8 (WG{&GI) 37. 15 (the difference
between ®g and Fmrer); 48, 22 (n2:); 47. 11 (qawmdd:); 50. 3 (ssmi=smardl); 61. 11
(TRzT:); 63. 90 (Ifkar); 131 52 (wadika); 164. 9 (context); 166. 10 (gFast); 232. 1-7,
19 (esoteric meaning); ete., ete.

Nilakantha’s stanza (B. 1. 115. 20):

ST EASE: TgERT T |

ST STW: ASTTR: qSTT J= s |
which appears to be sheer nonsense is so in fact. No other version, as far as I know,
contains this mystifying repetition. The explanation of the stanza given by Nilakaptha
is childish, to say the least.

The stanza containing the unintelligible word #fx (v. l. ®i¥x), which Nilakantha
has great difficulty in explaining :

aa gt g $RFw Ay fua )

qETFafad qeaRachETd |
looks uncommonly like one of the kiitaslokas, said to be interspersed by Vyisa at different
places in his poem, in order to puzzle and confuse his divine amanuensis, but is, un-
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fortunately, nothing of the kind. The passage is only onc of the common instances of
“conflatc” readings. The stanza cited above is the Southern variant (473*) of the
Northern stanza, which, in our edition, rcads (1. 55. 8):

A FEAIT: T T Gy |

Aqt {aw. MarafaRai samr )

The gfow@ in the former stanza is only a mislection of the originnl &fvg®r (often
mis-written sfig®, #¥x@ ), which is the Southern equivalent of &R, the reference being,
no doubt, to the minister or statesman (mantrin) Kagpika (named after the famous
authority Kanika or Kaninka cited in the Arthasastra of Kautilya ), who appears only once
in the epic, and that expressly for the purpose of expounding his political philosophy
to the Kauravas.

As another instance of conflation which has had a rather disastrous effect on his
text, I may citc Nilakantha's version of the story of Dirghatamas. The addition
has been made in such a manner that one sentence of the original has remained hanging in
the air and cannot be construcd at all! The story begins at B. 1, 104, 9.  All goes well

till stanza 28:
sgYsT Rramaify amaw gegwifa |
AWRA qT G WICHT JAHE |l

g qaTIrey @ faawe g
RS T ET Tl 7 garT afy aan il

“Having spoken thus among themselves, they [ scil. the inmates of the hermitage ]
to the anchoritec Dirghatamas. Then that wife also, having (alrcady) obtained sons
(?) (from him) did not (seck to) pleasc the husband.”

Bhisma, who is narrating the story, then goes on quite unconcernedly to speak
about the wife (of Dirghatamas) Pradvesi or Pradviganti; about the maryada made by
the cxasperated Dirghatamas, and so on. But what the inmates of the hermitage
(aéramavasineh) did to Dirghatamas, we never learn from the Vulgate. All modern
translators try to eko out a sense by interpolating into the text some words to complete
the scnse. A reference to the constituted text and the critical notes will, however,
show that the text of the Vulgate is conflated ; it is a most clumsy blend of interpolations
Jrom two entirely different sources (T and S), which, as is but natural, alters the situation
considerably and confuses tho narrative hopelcssly. By athetizing either passage wo get
a tolerable text; by athetizing both we get the original, which is the constituted text,

Then we read 29:

The Devandgari Version of Ratnagarbha.

The critical notes contain only specimen collations of this version, which is a hlend
between the Northern and Southern recensions. Like the Telugu manuseripts, which
will be described presently, it is eclectic, following now the Northern tradition, now the
Southern. It scems to be an attempt to combine the two recensions by superposition, like
the Kumbhakonam edition. Its composite character may be seen from 24%, 25%, 27%,
114%, 138%, 149*, 170%, etc., ete, It contains the additional passages of the Southern
recension, as well as the Ganesa episode, which latter is found only in late Northern
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(Devanigarl ) manuseripts: exactly like the Kumbhakonam edition. The collation of this
version was discontinued after the second adhyiya. The version may be safely ignored
as useless for critical purposes.

The Devandgarl Version of Devabodha.

A commentary older and more important than the Arthadipika of Arjunamiéra, and
one more neglected still, is the Jiianadipika of Devabodha, cited here as Cd. Devabodba
is certainly earlier than Vimalabodba, Arjunami§ra and Nilakantha, all of whom cite him
with great respect, and probably earlier than Sarvajiia-Nariyapa and Vadiraja. He is,
therefore, most likely, the earliest commentator of the Mahabhirata hitherto known, and,
in my opinion, also the best. The commentary is in any casc most valuable, and its
evidenos, both positive and negative, of supreme importance for the constitution of the text.

The Jfianadipika is a concise tikii; that is, a running commentary, explaining, as a
rule, only the difficult words and passages in the text. Occasionally it offers explanations
of constructional obscurities and grammatical difficulties, and gives the gist of passages; in
the latter case, usually, under citation of entire verses (i. c. half $lokas) from the text.
The extent of the commentary on the Adi is given in one manusecript as 1400 granthas,
The homage which Arjuna pays to Devabodha in the Introduction to his scholium is not
a mere matter of form. Arjuna has in fact based his commentary largely on that of his
predecessor.  He has copied very large portions of Devabodha’s commentary, sometimes
verbatim, sometimes in extract. Moreover even when the two commentaries differ, the
influence of Devabodha is plainly discernible. In fuct, the Arthadipika may be considered
as a revised and enlarged edition of the Jianadipiki. The similarity of the names is
suggestive and worthy of note.

Unlike the commentaries of Arjunamiéra, Nilakantha and Ratnagarbha, that of
Devabodha is unaccompanied by the epic text. The question what was Devabodha’s text
cannot, therefore, be answered with any high degree of certainty. The entire Southern
recension and even the Vulgate may, howcever, be definitcly ruled out. There remain the
Beungali, Saradi and “K” versions. With the latter two, the pratikas of Devabodha scem
to show greater affinity than with the Bengali version. For instance, Devabodha has no
comment on any of the six adhyayas (including the Kanikaniti) of the central sub-recension
(Y7), which are missing in Saradi and K. Worthy of special note is the absence of all
reference to the Kanikaniti in Devabodha’s commentary, since the passage has evoked
longthy comments from both Arjunamiéra and Nilakaptha. Still greater probative value
has an addition which is peculiar to the Kasmirl version. This version adds at the very
end of the Adi a supplementary and superfluous adhyiya,—~an addition which is only a
variant of the well-known Purinic tale of Svetaki’s sacrifice, occurring earlier in the course
of the same parvan. Curiously enough, the king who is called Svetaki in the first version
is here called Svetaketu! That the version of Devabodha contained this additional
adhyiya is revealed by the concluding remark of Devabodha’s commentary on the Adi:
Rafkls ¥a¥IRA am.  This remark will not apply to any version which has not the
additional adhyaya peculiar to the Kadmiri version. These considerations tend to show
that the version of Devabodha was of the Sarada-K type. And the inference is confirmed
by many minor agreements, which need not be cited here.
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The Composite Devandagart Version.

The fourt:eem manuscripts ( Di-1) comprising this version are misch—codices of
small trustworthiness and of no special value for critical purposes. Consequently, half of
them (Ds-1) were discontinued already after adhyaya 2. The characteristics of these
manuscripts may be briefly noticed here,

D: is akin to Dn and looks uncommonly like a Nilakaptha manuscript minus thoe
commentary. Yet it differs conspicuously from the ordinary Nilakantha manuseripts by
the unaccountable omission of the entire Brahma-Gape$a complex (that is, both the visit
of Brahma and the employment of Ganesa as a scribe, which arises out of this visit) as
well as the description of the battle in which the Pandavas capture Drupada and hand
him over as gurudaksipd to their preceptor, Acirya Dropa (App I, No. 78). The
omission of these episodes points rather in the direction of Bengal, since Kamir is
excluded by the mass of other interpolations which Di contains, as also by the almost
complete lack therein of readings peculiar to S; K. The manuscript may be a blend of
Bengali and some compositc Devandgari manuseript or manuscripts, — Ds (like Ds) is
akin to Ks-¢ and might have been with advantage classed with them ; sce, for instance, the
critical apparatus pertaining to the list of the contents of the Aragyaparvan in adhy. 2.
— Dz is palpably under Southern influcnce, to prove which it is sufficient to point out that
it transposes the Sakuntald and Yayaiti episodes, a transposition which is quite peculiar to
the Southern tradition. — Ds contains notably large additions from Southern manuscripts,
additions which are either entered on the margin or, when the marginal space would not
suffice, written on supplementary folios. The Southern influence is illustrated by the
following passages: 587%, 594%*, 596%, 598% 599*, G02*, 605%, 604%, 605*, 609%, G10*, 611*,
612%, G13%, G17%, 621%, 623%, 624%, 628%, 620%, 630%, 633%, 634%, 635*, 637%, 670*, 671%,
713%, 715%, 1255%, 1256%, 1257%, and scorcs of others. Cf. also the following passages
given in App. I: 35, 4€-48, 52, 53, 55, 56, 59, 64, 67-69, etc., ete. — Ds (like Di) often
stands in opposition to other manuscripts of this composite class, agreeing with Ks-s, with
which it might have been with advantage classed. Like Ku.e, it contains Southern
additions as well, e. g. 1565%, 1579%, 1580%, etc., and passage No. 89 of App. I. — The
manuscripts De.r were discontinued after adby. 53. Frequently, they are found to be
in opposition to the Vulgate and agreeing with the manuscripts of the & group. They also
show 280%, which is a Southern passage.

Ds—1, as already remarked, were collated only as specimens for the first two
adhyayas and discontinued thereafter. — Of these, Ds-1s, 14 are palpably under Southern
influence, as is evidenced by their containing one or the other of the following typical
Southern insertions: 18%, 21%, 22%, 24%, 32%, 42%, 45%, 48%, 49%, 56%, 80%, 81%, 89%, 114%,
117%, 138*, 149%, 170%. — Dis, which is a fragmentary manuscript, begin'ning almc?st at
the end of adhy. 1, is used in this edition practically only for adhy. 2, as it is discontinued
at the end of that adhyiya. The text shows strong affinities with the version of Arjuna-
migra. — The text of D is a complex. It contains some old readings such as are
preserved only in the Ka$miri manuscripts, but also an extraordinarily large number of
individual readings, not found elsewhere (cf. 1. 1. 50, 63; 2. 101, ete. ). At the same
time, it is contaminated from some Southern source, perhaps the Malayalam version |
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The Devanigarl manuscripts of the Mahabhirata in the Tanjore Library seem to
have been all copied during the régime of the Maratha Chiefs of Tanjore, and are a
blend of the Northern and Southern recensions, and, as such, of little value for text-
critical purposes.

The Telugu Version.

The Teclugu version, situated as it is on the boundary line which divides the
Northern from the Southcrn recension, was particularly open to contamination from the
Northern tradition. 'We accordingly find that the majority of Telugu manuscripts
are eclectic on no recognizable principles, presenting somewhat the aspect of a mosaic of the
texts of the Northern and Southern recensions, not unlike the Kumbhakonam edition. Ta
is one of the extremely few Southern manusecripts which contain the (Northern)
salutational stanza amgui agessr ete.  For the Northern element in the make-up of T,
cf. 29%, 30%, 96*, 97*%, 98*, 106*, ctc, etc. As compared with Ti, T: shows a purer
Southern tradition and has distinct leanings towards the Grantha version. — Ts only
replaces the fragmentary manuseript Ta, which breaks off at the end of adhy. 181.

Important variants of one other Telugu manuseript ( Tanjore 11809 ) are now given
by Professor P. P, S. Sastri in his cdition of the Southern recension. It does not differ
appreciably from our Telugu manuscripts.

The Grantha Version.

The Grantha version is the version of the Tamil country, and is written in the so-
called Grantha script. It is one of the two important Southern versions, the other being
the Malayilam, The Grantha version—to judge by the manuscripts utilized for the
Critical Fdition, and for Professor P. P. S. Sastri’s Southern Recension—is more heavily
interpolated than the Malayilam, and is also more influenced, on the whole, by the
Northern recension.

For the beginning of the Adi, we get, temporarily, the sub-groups Ghi-s and Gi-s,
but soon the configuration changes to Gis.e.s versus Ga.s. The latter group (Gs.s)
represents the purer Southern tradition, agrecing with M against the other Southern
manuscripts, whercas the four MSS. Guisss arc not merely heavily interpolated
but stand palpably under Northern influence. All Grantha manuscripts are probably
contaminated (directly or indirectly) from Northern sources in different degrees. G
shows, on the whole, little Northern influence, but 419%, 494%, 698*, 1310%, 1312*, 1885%,
1975*, and passage No. 73 of App. I, show that even Gs is probably not entirely free from
contamination, since all those ( Northern) passages are missing in M.,

Sastri’s edition of the Southern reccnsion gives the (most important ) variants of
five Grantha manuscripts of which three, #, @ and & (the latter being Sastri’s “principal
text”) arc identical with our Gy, Gs and G respectively. Extracts from a Grantha
manuscript belonging to the Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain and Ireland ( Whish
Collection, No. 65) have been given by Professor Winternitz® and compared with the text
of the Bombay edition (Saka 1799 )- The passages which differ from the Bombay edition

1 Ind. 4nt. 1898, 69 ff,, 92 1., 124 ff.
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have I.Jeen unde.rlined in his extracts, and the corresponding passages of the latter are given
opposite each line: a convenient arrangement which shows, at a glance, the relation of
the two texts to cach other for the passages excerpted.? ”

. The clearest proof? of the contamination of Gi.s. 1.5 from some Northern source is
furnished by 29.4*, a Nortl.lern passage, added in this sub—group irrelevantly before 1. 20,
1. The two lines comprising this passage must have been interpolated in o remote
ancestor of Gi.a.s.5 by a clumsy scribe, who had missed the right place by four stanzas,
and have remained there ever sines, fortunately. Another rntheftmnspnrcnt interpolation
in G1.1.4.5 from a late Northern source is a passage referred to already, No. 14 of App. 1,
which describes the circumstances under which Aruna becomes the charioteer of the Sun,
an srrelevant digression.  Cf. also 1373%, 1375%, 1377*, and passaze No. 76 of App. L

The sub-group contains an amazingly large number of interpolations, which have
not been found, so far, clsewhere, and of which a few may be mentioned as illustrations:
320%, 322%, 326%, 330%, 337%, 345%, 351% (third line!), 357%, 363%, 364%, 368%, 871%,
373%, 382%, 886*, 887*, 388%, 40G*, 519%, 584%, 636, 705%, 706%, 741*, 755%, ete., cte.

But the Grantha version itself is inclined to admit frecly new lines. Instances of
rather lengthy interpolations of G are furnished by passages No. 85-39, 73 and 93
of App. I. Most of the interpolations are however short, consisting, as a rule, of lcss
than 10 lines, e. g. 500%, 501%, 502%, 504%, 507*, 509%, 510%, 511%, 520%, 552% 569%, 570*
693%, 814%, 841%, 897%, 1259%, 1268%, 1312%, 1313%, 1316%, 1319%, 1320%, 1372%, 1435%,
14417%, 1447%, 1448%, 1452%, 1.453%, 1476%, 1489%, 1531%, 15.41%, 1542%, 1543%, 1544%,
1545%, 1547%, 1550%, 1651%, 159G%, 1597%, 1604%, 1631%, 1658%, 1666*, 1707%*, 18¢8*,
2009%, 2040%*, ete., etec.

G, which is one of the few Southern manuscripts containing the ( Northern ) mantra
agu awerg cte. is, like Th, a typical Vend of the Northern and Southern tradition, and
was, on that account, discontinued after adhy. 2. Its composite character may be seen
from : 29%, 30%, 96%, 97%, 98%, 106¥, 145%, etc., ete.

The Malaydlam Version.

This is the version of Malabar, the Southernmost extremity of India. It is, in
my opinion, the best Southern version. It is not only largely free from the interpolations of
o (=T G), but appears to be also less tfluciced by N than g, whercin lies its importanoce
for us.

Instances of additional passages found in (+ (with or without T'), hut missing in
M, arc: 443%, 500%, 501%, 502%, 504%, 507*, 500%, 510%, 511%, 520%, 552%, 569%, 570%,
691%, 693%*, 814%, 839%*, 811%, 897¥, 1259% 1268%, 1310%, 1312%, 1313%, 1316*, 1319%,
1320%, 1447%, 1448%, 1452%, 1453%, 1476%, 1480%, 1523%, 15117%, 1542% 1543‘_*‘, 1544%,
1545%, 1547%, 1550%, 1551%, 1563%, 1566%, 159G%, 160 (%, 1658%, 1666*, 1751%, 1£68*,
1872%, 1893% 1896%, 1935%, 2006%, 2007%, 200u%, 2021%, 2024%, 2032%, 2040%, 2052%,
2053% 2062%, 2071%*, 2106*, ete. ; and the following passages of App. 1: 35-39, and 73.

1 The ocollation of the text is accompasied by all the various readings. The notes contain never-
notes in which Winternitz draws attention to the theless many valuable text-oritical observations.
most striking points of difference between the two 3 Cf. Sukthankar, “Epio Btudies III”, ABI.
versions, without entering into & full discussion of 11. 269,

10
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M: often stands in antagonism to M-, sometimes agreeing with manuscripts of
the Northern rccension ; and is, therefore, an untrustworthy guide. M. 2.4 are incomplete
manuecripts, ending with adhy. 53; in other words, with the Astikaparvan. Mae-s replace
these manuscripts in the Sambhavaparvan, which s the name under which the remaining
portion of the Adiis known in the Southern recension. This practice of writing the two
portions of the Adi in separate volumes is worthy of note, as an archaic survival. It is,
in my opinion, the reflex of some half-forgotten factor connceted with the compilation of
the Adi, and sectus to mo to be text-critically highly important, It should seem that the
South has wncver completely assimiated the (Northern) division of the epic wnto the
conventional eighteen parvans,

Instances of additional passages which distinguish M from all other versions are:
407%, 453%, 800%, BOL*, 842%, 0707, 1051%, 1052%, 1278%, 1437%, 1438%, 1613%, 1678%,
1709%, 1871*, cte.

Mos-s constitute rcally one manuscript, as is proved, for instance, by their repcating
the following indubitable clerical errors: (1) in 1. 85. 25, Mo-s 7epeat inconsequentially the
words qeasdtg @ aama:; (i) in 1. 154, 13, they omit 13" and 13", transposing 13" and
13°, which they read as once line; (iii) in 1. 193. 1, they all read the mcaningless gart fgd
gt (Text mmt fagt af); (iv) they read 1. 213. 4"=5" erroneously after stanza 31 of adhy.
21¢; (v) in 1. 213. 6, Mo s omit the words = gafaa: of the text, for which M shows a
lacuna. Instances of readings peeuliar to Mo-s are (refercnee to adhyiya and $loka):

58. 6 Mo-s qursig: : rest gmag:.
106. 2 Mo~s @aalggq : rest aadad.
157. 9 Me-s nigrege: : rest wiaiegs:.

Conflation in Mo.q is suggested by 1. 209. 19, where Me.1 have both the Northern
reading and the Southern reading.

It may be added that the cascs cited are merely by way of illustrations. A careful
study of the critical apparatus would easily furnish scores of other instances.

This version has several striking agreements with Si, a fact all the more 1mpressive,
because M, a Southern version, hails from the province at the opposite end of India from
the province of éx, a Northern version ; for instance, Malayilam supports S, (against T G)
in omitting the spurious parts of adhy. 128-129 of the Bombay edition.

Winternitz has published, in Dovanigari transcript, portions of a fragmentary
Malayilam manuscript belonging to the Idoyal Asiatic Socicty of Great Britain and
Ircland ( Whish Collection, No. 158), which contains twelve chapters of the Sambhava-
pm-v:m.l The extracts cgntuin the beginning of the Paruvamsinukirtana (our adhy. 90),
the passage referring to Sakuntali and the birth of Bharata (our 1. 90. 27-34), and the
end of the adhyiya (our 1.90. 93-96). The manuscript correctly shows the Southern
transposition of the Sakuntald and Yayati episodes, It is interesting to observe that this
manuscript also further shows the anticipativn of 1. 89. 1-16, before the Yayati episode,
which is found in our Malayilam manuscripts (cf. note on p. 282) and in the conflated
MSS. Ge.s (cf. note on p. 992), and which is text-critically highly important.

1 Winternitz, Ind, Ant. 1898, 134 ff.
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Readings or features which are peculiar to M or such as distinguish M from
G (with or without T) will be found under: 1. 1. 3, 53, 45, 122, 128, 168, 176, 179, 184,
189; 2.160;4.4;7.10;24.1;36.3;39.2,16;53.31;546,7; 57. 81: 61. 98; 67. 28;
68. 16, 51; 69.9; 73.33; 77.9; 78. 23; 80.2; 84, 11; 86.1;92. 15; 93. 1.4; 94,9, 27,
32; 95. 8; 96.2,57; 98.5,12; 113. 22; 117.5, 23; 119. 30; 123, 39: 1290, 9-11 (om. in
M); 132, 1; 136. 1; 138. 10; 139. 11 (om. in M); 142, 19; 150. 10, 26; etc, ote.

With regard to the versions deseribed above, it must be frankly admitted that thoy
do not, by any means, form water-ticht compartments. The isoleetional boundaries, as
is natural, do not coincide, but are independent of each other; in other words, the textual
peculiarities, which are, in final analysis, the real basis of our classification, never have,
as a matter of fact, an identieal area of distribution. The manuseripts cannot always be
squeezed into the same moulds consistently. Thus, for instance, in the beginning of the
Adi, the Grantha version, as already remarked, shows two sub-groups Gi-s and Ga-s; but
soon the configuration changes and, from about adhy. 25 onwards, we got the grouping
Gi.s.e.5: Gse. Not only that., TIndividual manuseripts, groups, or cven versions often
overstep the boundaries of their particular rccension, Thus, for example, on the one hand,
Ghi.s.a.s frequently agree with N Vi B D; M agrees with Si; Si and Dn agree with S:
against other manuseripts of their respective recensions,

These discrepancies, as is shown in the sequel, are due chiefly to two difforont causes:
firstly, initial fluidity of the text; and, sccondly, subscquent contamination or conflation.
As regards fluidity: to conceive of the Epie of the Bhiaratas—or for that matter, of any
true epic—as a rigid or fixed composition like the dramas or poems of Gocethe or Milton,
or even of Kilidisa or Bhavabhiiti, would be manifestly grotesque. Such a view can
originate only in a fundamental misconeeption of the origin, growth and function of epic
poetry.

In the casc of the Mahabharata, we find, however, the fact of tho fluidity of the
original reflceted in the tradition as preserved even to this day. Only a very late interpola-
tion in somo inferior Devanigari manuscripts speaks of the text as having been written
down by Ganesa to the dictation of Vyasa, a fantastic story that we may ignore with an
easy conscieuce. On the other hand, we are plainly told that the epic was first published,
at an elaborate sacrificial session, in the form of a frec recitation by Vaisampiyana, a direct
pupil of the author, beforc king Janamejaya and the assembled guests. It was again recited
by Sata (or Sauti), who had heard it only at the first rccitation, and somehow
committed the whole poem to memory. After just one single hearing, ho obviously could
not reproduce such a voluminous text verbatim et literatim. In the beginning, therefore,
it is clear that the pocm, which was committed to memory, was recited frecly, as fuithfully
as the particular reciter could contrive. This mnde of transmission is not caloulated to
preserve rigid textual purity in any high degree, without stringent precautions, such as
were adopted in the case of Vedic texts, but which never existed, as far as one knows, in
the case of the epics, This fact also we find unexpectedly preserved by tradition ( 1. 57.
74f.). Vyasa, we are told, taught his Bharata to his five pupils: Sumantu, Jaimini,
Paila, guka, and Vaidarhpiyana. And the five rhapsodists—the direct pupils of the
author—it is reported, published five separate versions of the epic: : '
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As is well known, there is preserved a work which actually passes for the Asvame-
dhaparva of the Bhirata of Jaimini ( whether it is actually so or not) and which is totally
different from our Agvamedhaparvan,

Here, I think, we have a clear glimpse of the early history of the text. Two facts
emerge rather clearly out of the chaos: firstly, the text was originally committed to
memory and vecited frecly; secondly, different rhapsodists recited differently. This has
indeed been assumed by many writers on the subject.)  All that is quite natural and
intelligible.  As a matter of fact, from generation to gencration, from place to place,
from bard to bard, the wording, even the contents, would vary a little, until the text is
committced to writing, which is the beginning of a different phase in its history. The view
that the epic has reached its present form by a gradual process of addition and alteration
receives strong support from the fact that this process is wot stopped even by seriptal
Sixation.? Thestudy of the manuscripts themselves, which belong to a very late phase in the
evolution of tho text, shows that texts must have been constantly amplified and altered by
conflation. Such derangements, it may be observed, do not totally destroy, as might be
imagined, tho valuo of our division of the manuscript material into recensions and
versions, but mercly complicate its use and interpretation.

CRITICAL PRINCIPLES FOLLOWED IN THE CONSTITUTION
OF THE TEXT

As slready remarked, the Mahabhirata versions when they first come within our
ken appear already dispersed in scveral distinet groups. The original, from which all
these versions are derived, is itself prescrved in no authentic copy contemporaneous with,
or even reasonably close to, its period of composition. We can only reconstruct the
original, approximately, by comparative methods. We recognize today, as already
explained, two recensions, descended from tho original, cach recension embracing a
plurality of versions, each version being divided into a multiplicity of sub-groups. The
ultimate problem is to unify, as far as possible, this manuscript tradition: to evolve, by
comparative mcthods, a form of the text that will explain this phenomenal wealth of
divergent and conflicting texts, and justify it.

Before I elucidate the critical principles followed in preparing the constituted text
of the Adi, I must review briefly other. principles of textual criticism and textual
reconstruction, and discuss the applicability of these principles to the Mababharata
Problem.

THE CLASSICAL MODEL

The method that naturally presents itself first to our mind is the time-honoured
method of Classical Philology.? The older school of classical philologists distinguished
four stages in the work of preparing a critical ‘edition of a classical text: (1) Heuristics,

! For instance, Winternitz, Geschichte der ind. 8 S8ee Ruben, “Schwierigkeiten der Textkritik
Litteratur, 1, 396, des Mahabharata”, Acta Orientalia, 8. 240-256 ; and
? Liiders, Deutsche Literaturaeilung, 1929, 1143, Sukthankar, 4B1, 11, 259 ff, '
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i. e. assembling and arranging the entire material consisting of manuscripts and testimonia
in the form of a genealogical tree; (2) Recensio, i.e. restoration of the text of the
archetype; (8) Emendatio, i. e. restoration of the text of the author; and, finally, (4)
Higher Criticism, i. e. separation of the sources utilized by the author,

Excellent as this method is for the purpose for which it is devised, it should not be
forgotten that it depends ultimately upon their being a more or less complete concatenation
of copies and exemplars reaching finally back to a single authentic (written) archetype;
and, consequently, can be applied to the Mahabharata with great limitations.! Indeed our
ideal is the same as that of the classical philologist: restoration of the text, as far as
possible, to its original form. But the original of a Sanskrit poem and that of a classical
poem: how eutirely different they are! Particularly, in the case of the Mahibhirata,
where, one may well ask, is the original of a whole literature ?

In the Mahabhirata we have a text with about a dozen, more or less independent,
versions, whose extreme types differ, in extent, by about 13,000 stanzas or 26,000 lines; a
work which, for centuries, must have been growing not only upwards and downwards, but
also laterally, like the Nyagrodha tree, growing on all sides; a codex which has been
written in nearly a dozen different scripts assiduously but negligently copied, chiefly as a
source of religious merit, through long vistas of centuries by a legion of devout and perhaps
mostly uneducated and ineflicicnt copyists, hailing from different corners of a vast
sub-continent, and speaking different tongucs; a traditional book of inspiration, which in
various shapes and sizes, has becn the cherished heritage of one people continuously for
some millennia and which to the present day is interwoven with the thoughts and beliefs
and moral ideas of a nation numbering over 300 million souls! The classical philologist
has clearly no experience in dealing with a text of this deseription, an opus of such gigantic
dimensions and complex character, with such a long and intricate history behind it.

THE DIFFICULTIES OF MAIIABHARATA TEXTUAL CRITICISM

The capital difficulty of the Mahabharata problem is just this that therc are hardly
any clear objective critcria which may enable us to diseriminate with precision and
certainty between the data of the rival recensions, to evaluate correctly and confidently the
amazingly large mass of variants. Only an inconsiderable fraction of these variants
represents clear “mistakes”, which can be corrected with confidence. As a rule, the variant
readings, if they are not mere synonyms, convey a slightly different meaning, but alnost
always a possible meaning. From the grommatical point of view also, they are both
equally valid. One of the variants may bo a trifle wore guitable than the other; for
instance, in the discrimination between the Simple and the Periphrastic Futuro, ?r.the
Parasmaipada and the Atmancpada. But can we legitimately premise tl.m't the original
must necessarily have been quite flawless from the point of view of .the Payinian gmfmnar!
Is it not at least likely that the supposed solecisn may bo a genuine lapsus calami of the
author, or (should that supposition be considered inadmissible or unacceptable) that the
usage fluctuated ?

Then again, as we have secn, therc arc numerous passages, short and long, that are
found in one recension and are lacking in the other, what I call “additional” passages. N_O.

1 Cf. Winternitz, Indol. Prag. 1. 61; and Charpentier, Orient. Literaturzestung, 1932, 276 f.
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convincing proof can in general be given to establish either the originality or the
spuriousness of any given passage of this type. What may fairly be regarded as inter-
polations are in gencral so ingeniously fashioned and so cunningly fitted in that, except
under very favourable circumstances, the intrinsic (contextual ) evidence is inconclusive.

For these and other reasons it is not always casy to correlate the divergent
reccnsions, to discriminate betwecn the variants, and to constitute a wholly unobjectionable
gingle text.

This difficulty has its origin in the circumstance that in the Mahabharata manuscript
tradition, perhaps as much as in any literary tradition, the textual critic is faced with a
howildering profusion of versions as also with an amazing mixture of versions. Contrary
tendencies have been ut work in the evolution of the text. While, on the one hand, some
elements havo been working, from the earliest times, for the development of different types;
on the other hand, there were not wanting elements that operated against the evolution of
sharply difterentiated types.  To understand the phenomenon of this luxuriant growth and
indiscriminate fusion of versions, one must appreciate certain details of historical moment,
certain special factors in the transmission of the Mahabharata, traits which distinguish our
work from every other known text except the Rimiyana and perhaps other similar
ancicnt cpopees,

Lot us examine closely the character of the differences between the two recensions to
start with.! The difforences are of three kinds. Broadly speaking, each recension differs
from the other, firstly, in point of readings of the conmon stanzas; sccondly, in point
of additions (or omissions) of short and long passages; and, thirdly, in point of sequence
of tho text-units. Tlow do these differences at all arise?

Our first thought would be to attempt to explain the additions or omissions as the
result of conseious editorial revision, or of clerical error, or partly of one and partly of the
other, But the frequent differences in sequence, especially when no material gain is
pereeptiblo in either arrangement, rather support the cxplanation suggested above that
both recensions are, in final analysis, independent copics of an orally transmitted text. The
suggestion is confirmed by the consideration of the variation of the first type, namely,
ninor ditferences in the readings of the stanzas common to the two recensions, which
confront us step by step throughout the parvan, nay, throughout the epic, as'the partial
collations of the other parvans now available at the Institute clearly show.

It will be found for one thing perfectly useless to try to derive mechanically one set
of readings uniformly from the other. Iundreds and thousands of the minor readings
are nothing more than mere synonyms or paraphrases, grammatically and semantically
equivalent, but graphically totally unrelated. They, therefore, cannot be all corruptions,
in the ordinary sense of the word, of a written archetype. The vast majority of these
variants cannot again be due to the zeal of a purist trying to correct the solecisms of the
received text, or to the whim of a minor poct endeavouring to polish its diction or style.
Had that been the case, we should find that the enthusiasm of the reformer had evaporated
long before he had reached the middle or at least the end of the first parvan, The

! The conditions are analogous to that of the of Jacobi; see particularly, Das Ramayagna, pp. 3ff,
Ramuayana recensions, as revealed by the researohes and Liiders, “Ueber die Grantharecension” {1901),
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herculear} task. of cleansing the Augean stables would Lo child’s play compared to a
systematic purification of the Mahabharata text, according to later standards. Under
these circumstances, however great might be the divergence between the two recensions in
the beginning, it is bound to vanish or at least diminish towards the middle or the end of
the poem. We find, on the other hand, as already remarked, that the stream of variation
flows with unabated volume from the beginning to the end of the epic. This fact can in
no way be reconciled with the hypothesis of a single uniform revision (or a sories
of them either ) of a fixed and rigid text.

All the difficulties in the explanation of this phenomenal variation vanish, however,
as soon as we assume that the epic was handed down from bard to bard originally by word
of mouth, as is clearly implied by tradition. That would explain, without any strain
or violence, the existence of the mass of variants, of differences in sequence, and of additions
or omissions. If the text has been preserved, for any considerable period of time, only in
memory and handed down by word of mouth, thosc are just the changes that could
not possibly be avoided. It is evident that no great care would be lavished on the text by
these custodians of the tradition to guard it against corruption and elaboration, or against
arbitrary emendation and normalization: to reproduco the recoived text, which was
not guarded by canonical authority or religious sanction, with any degree of precision
would be neither attempted by the bards nor required of them. Whenever and wherever
the text was then written down—and it was probably written down independently in .
different epochs and under different circumstances—these transmissions by word of mouth
must have contaminated the written text and introduced innumerable variations in it.
The assumption of some such complicated derangement, beyond tho normal vieissitudes of
transmission, is ncecessary to account for the abnormal discrepancies and strange vagaries of
the Mahabharata manuscript tradition. In other words, we are compelled to assume that

even in its early phases the Mahabharata textual tradition must have been not uniform
and simple, but multiple and polygenous.

Moreover, a study of the critical apparatus shows that there has intervened a long
period in the history of the Mahabharata in which there was a free comparison of
manuscripts aud extensive mutual borrowings. A natural and inevitable source of
confusion of the tradition has always bcen the marginalia, comprising glosses, vuriac
lectiones and additions, The copyist of a manuscript with such accretions copied
sometimes the original readings and sometimes the marginal. It may be incidentally
remarked that an examination of the marginalia shows that the variant readings are
taken mostly from manuscripts belonging to the same version, or at least the same
reccnsion. But there is no reason, thcoretical at any rate, why rcadings of the rival
recension could not creep into a manuseript of the text by the medium, say, of a Popular
commentary such as Nilakaptha’s. And, as a matter of fact, we d(? find, occ;moxmlly,
readings of the opposite recension noted in the margins of mfmflscrlpts. U'nde?' tl}e‘so
circumstances it was inevitable that the true rcading, especially if it was a lectio difficilior
or an archaism or a solecism, would be partly suppressed, being preserved to us in one or
two manuscripts only. .

Furthermore, that texts may be improved by a comparison of manuscripts is not
by any means a modern discovery. The process has been known and practised for ages :
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the differcnce is merely in our ideas of what is meant by “improvement” of the text. I
have cited above the instance of Nilakantha, who himself says that he had collected and
compured Mahabhiarata manuseripts from different parts of India in order to ascertain the
“best” readings, The other commentators alsn, Devabodha, Arjunamiéra and Ratna-
garbha, cite pathintaray and speak of apapiathas (“bad readings”). These they could have
got only from a comparison of different manuseripts.

The texts favoured by the ancionts appear to have been of the inclusive, rather than
of the exclusive, type. This is provel in the case of Nilakantha by a remark of his
cited above, where, he naively admits that he had put together the stanzas which had
been commented on by the ancient Bhiasyakiras, and others he had found in modern
manuscripts, with the idea of making a “thesaurus of excollences.” The remark does not
apply by any means exelusively to the Sanatsujita episode, to which it is appended, at any
rate as far as Nilakantha is concerned.  In the Adi, we have abundant evidznce that he
has horrowed, according to his faney, passages, short and long, from the Southern recension.
The critical notes will show that his text includes a large number of Southern passages
which arc not found in any other Northern version, such as, for example, the catalogue of
forest trees, which serves in a modest way for a deseription of the sylvan scenery amidst
which Uparicara Vasu finds himself:
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At onc place, as was shown above, Nilakaptha has disfigured his text in his frantic
attempt to squceze into it a lengthy (Southern) passage containing some details which did
not fit into his own text. This he has done, be it noted, at the risk of making his text
wholly unintellgible, without a word of apology or explanation. Professor Winternitz,
while criticizing Dahlmann’s Das Mahabhdrata, has pointed out this incongruity': “The
story . .. which rclates how Dirghatamas is insulted by his wife Pradvesi, and how he
conscquently establishes the fixed rule (maryiadi) that henceforth a woman shall always
have to adhere to one husband, whether he be alive or dead, and that a woman who goes
to another man shall go to hell, thus forbidding any kind of remarriaze of widows . ., is
strangely out of place® in a chapter treating .of Niyosa.” As was pointed out above, in
consequence of the intrusion of this foreien matter, the first half of the stanza of the
original text is separated from the second half by 27 lines. That in itself is, however, not
a very scrious matter in Mahabharata textual tradition, where such transpositions are a
comwon oceurrence.  But in the present instance, this transfer has had the unexpected and
undesirable result that the subject of the sentence, which was left behind in the first half
of the stanza, remains to the end without its predicate, which latter, being shunted off to
such a remote distance, was furnished with a new and entirely different subject! The
efiect of this arrangement on the original story may be easily imagined. |

1 JRAS. 1897, 723 footnote, 2 Italios minel
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Conflation is in general not so easy to detect and prove asin the case of Nilakantha.
We can date Nilakantha with fair accuracy. Again Nilakantha, who is one of the lateat
of our commentators, has himself vouchsafed some information as to how he has prepared
his text. We have no such reliable data in the case of the majority of the manuseripts or
versions of our critical apparatus.

Take, for instance, the case of the sub-group Gi.z.4.5 of the Grantha version.
In opposition to other manuscripts belonging to the same recension and even the same
version, Gi.1.¢.s contain, as shown above, an astonishingly large number of passages
which are found otherwise only in some inferior manuscripts of the Northern recension.
Now is this a case of contamination of the four MSS. Gi.1.¢.s from a Northern source; or
are the common passages a remnant of the lost archetype, which were somchow lost in the
remaining manuscripts of the Southern rccension?* There is apparent agreement hero
between independent versions. But is this agreement original? The clumsy interpolator
of a remote ancestor of Gi.s.q.s happens to have supplied us with the means of answering
these questions. He has left behind, quite unintentionally, an impress of his “finger-
prints,” so to say, by which we can easily and confidently trace him and examine his
handiwork. The said manuscripts contain a Northern stanza (belonging to manuscripts
of clags T') — a mere string of attributes of Garuda—wedged in at a place where it can be
construed neither with what precedes nor with what follows. This proves incontrovertibly
that these four manuscripts Gi.s.«.s have been compared with some Northern manuscripts,
and makes it highly probable that the other doubtful stanzas, which they have in common
with the Northern rccension, have crept into their text in the same surreptitious way.
At least this is the most plausible explanation of the anomaly. DBut even such confirmatory
evidence is not always available.

The reader need not be sceptical about the possibilities of such indiseriminate
conflation and addition. The critical apparatus, if closely scrutinized and properly
understood, will reveal numecrous instances of a similar character. Even a close study of
the Kumbhakonam edition, preparcd in our own times by two exccllent Southern Pandits,
will throw some light on the mentality of the old redactors of the Mahabharata: parallel
and even contradictory versions are placed quite unconcernedly side by side, regardless of
the effect on the reader, regardless of the fact that sentences are left hanging in the air,
that passages do not construe. Here one notices above all the anxiety that nothing that
was by any chance found in the Mahabharata manusecript should be lost. Everything was
carefully preserved, assembled in a picturesque disarray.

Another important fact that must be kept in view in dealing with these
interpolations is this. The older the borrowal and the more interesting the passage
borrowed, the wider will be the area over which it will spread in its new habitat. It then
becomes difficult to prove the borrowal.

Thus there is a certain group of passages which are found in all versions except in
S and K (that is, in the group v), for example, the Kanikaniti.? In the particular case
of the Kanikaniti, there appears to be sufficient extrinsic and intrinsic evidence to make it

1 Cf. Ruben, dcta Orientalia, 8. 250 ; Sukthankar, “Epic Studies II1", 481, 11, 269ff. 3 App. I, No. 81.
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highly probable that the passage is spurious, and the corresponding agreement between
some of the (more or less) independent versions is unoriginal.

There are indeed yet more difficult cases, where the evidenoce pro et contra of docu-
mentary and intrinsic probability is equally balanced, as far as we can at present judge.
In such cascs we are forced to look for small things which look suspicious and lead
us to probabilities, not facts.

The problem is clearly not solved by formulating & priori a hypothesis as to the
interrclationship of the different versions and fix the text in terms of some preconceived
forinula j for instance, by assuming as absolutely independent a certain number of these
divergent versions, and laying down an arithmetical rule that whatever is common to two
or more of such and such versions must be original. In this method, we can easily deceive
oursclves and others; for the results arrived at will appear sounder than in reality they
are. Even though the formal operations may be a piece of flawless logic, nevertheless the
results, being based on premises possibly unsound though apparently clear and definite,
may be wholly fictitious. The study of the manuscripts themselves must first teach us
what their interrelationship is,  And they unmistakably indicate that their interrelation-
ship is of most complex character. The critical apparatus is a veritable labyrinth of
complicated and intermingled versions, each with a long and intricate history of its own
behind it. Wo have unfortunately no single thread to guide us out of the maze, but
rather a collection of strands intertwined and entangled and leading along divergent
paths. With the epic text as preserved in the extant Mahibhirata manuscripts, we
stand, I am fully persuaded, at the wrong end of a long chain of successive syntheses
of dxverrrcnt texts, carried out—providentially—in a haphazznd fashion, through centuries
of diaskeuastic activities; and that with the possible cxception of the Saradd (Kag'mirt)
rersion, which appears to have been protected by its largely unintelligible seript and by the
difficulties of access to the province, all versions are indiscriminately conflated.

Now it goes without saying that the genetic method (operating with an archetype
and a stemma codicum) cannot strictly be applied to fluid texts and conflated manuscripts;
for, in their casc, it is extremely difficult, if not utterly impossible, to disentangle
completely, by means of purely objective criteria, their intricate mutual relationships.
The documentary evidence is no doubt supremely important, but the results, arrived at
from & consideration of the documentary probability, must be further tested in the light
of intrinsic probability. No part of the text can be considered really exempt from the
latter scrutiny, when we are dealing with a carclessly guarded text such as we have in the
present instance. A careful study of the critical notes will show—if, indeed, the
foregoing remarks have not made it abundantly clear—that all the problems which present
thcnﬁoh cs for solution in editing any text from manuscripts are present in the case of the
Mahibhiarata on a colossal scale and in an intensified form., We must, therefore, clearly
recognize that a wholly certain and satisfactory restoration of the text to its pristine
form—even tho so-called $atasahasii samhhiti form—may be a task now beyond the
powers of criticism.

CRITICAL EDITIONS OF THE DIFFERENT VERSIONS

No doubt, in view of some of these difficulties, one scholar has suggested that

to expedite and facilitate the work, we should, as a first step, before any attempt is made
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to constitute the final text of the Mahabhirata, critically cdit all the different vorsions.!
That, it must be said, is a rather tall order, as any one will admit, who has any practical
experience of editing the Mahibharata in any shaps or form, critical or othorwise. But
perhaps funds and workers—not to speak of patience—can be found to edit a dozen or
more lakhs of stanzas comprising the dozen or more versions of tho Great Epie. There
remains, however, yet another and a more fundamontal difficulty, which appears to have
wholly escaped the attention of the learned critic. The difficulty is that it is practically
impossible to edit even a single version of the Mahibhiarata—or for that matter of any
other text—rwholly satisfactorily, without considering the entire evidence, that is, without,
at the same time, consulting the readings of all other versions. Suppose we examine six
manuscripts of a version (Grantha) in order to prepare a critical text of that version. It
may happen that four of them (Gi.s.s.s), which are conflated manuscripts, have a
“secondary” reading, while only two (Gs.s) have the corrcet reading. In these
circumstances, the true character of the variants could never be inforred from the readings
of this version (@) itself; it would be shown only by other versions (T or M or N). 1In
fact, there is no way of finding out whether any of the manuseripts of a particular version
are conflated (if they happen to be conflated) without consulting the other versions.
And, if for the editing of each of the individual versions, we have to scrutinize and weigh
the entire evidence, we might as well get busy with the work of preparing the final toxt,
assuming of course that a final (critical ) text has to be prepared. '

That consideration apart, even if wa assume, for the sake of argument, that all the
dozen or more versions lie before us in a critically edited shapo, our main task is not made
any easier on that account. One has to go through the same mental processes in picking
out or reconstructing the correct readings, whether, as at present, the variae lectiones are
concentrated on a single page of the critical edition or have to be scarchod in a dozen or
more different provincial ecditions, arranged round about the ecritic in a somi-circle.
Preparing all these different editions would not by itself give us the correct readings.
Some of them, moreover, would but slightly differ form cach other, for instanco, the
editions of the Bengali and the Devanigarl versions; and it would mean useless
duplication of labour. All that is really needed to facilitate our work is a critical edition
of the Southern recension. An attempt to supply that need is now being made by
Professor P. P. S. Sastri in his edition of the Mahabharata, referred to already.

THE VULGATE AS BASE

Another high authority, while full of apparent admiration for the way in which the
work is being done at present at the Institute, has with much pathos and eloquence
deprecated this hastily prepared, eclectic text. All that we necd to do at present,
according to this scholar, is to reprint the Vulgate, giving merely the varice lectiones of
the manuscripts collated and leaving each individual reader to constitute his own text,
unhampered and uninfluenced by the obtrusive personality of some editor who stands like a
monitor between the reader and his author. The learned critic is evidently of opinion that
any average reader, who picks up an cdition of the Great Epic for casual study is better
qualified to reconstruct the text than the edifor who has made a special study of the

3 Of, Losny, Archio Orientdlni, vol. 5 (1933 ), p. 159.
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problem! That is a paradox natural to the subtle mentality of the learned critic. But
we need not take it too seriously, Whatever the Average Reader might or might not be
able to do, I beg to submit that the Critical Reader, like the learned scholar whose opinion
I am quoting, would not be any the worse off, if he is put in possession of this “Recension
of Poona”} TFor, who and what is to prevent him from constituting his own text from
this critical edition? Whoever makes the text—even if Brhaspati himself were to come
down and constitute the text—the Critical Reader would undoubtedly reject it as it would
surely not fit in with his ideas of what is right and what is wrong. The Critical Reader
has the same freedom of action whether he has before him the critical text or the Vulgate.
The Vulgate, as far as I can judge, is no better suited for serving as the base than
the present text.

It may, however, be that the hesitation of the learned authority is really due to a
categorical objection to interfering in so definite a manner with the received text. Should
that be the case, it is certainly difficult to appreciate the veneration of this scholar for the
form of a text which was madc up, probably, also in great haste but with inadequate and
insufficicnt materials, only in the last quarter of the seventeenth century, that is,
only about 250 years ago. It is surely illogical to assume that a text which has been built
up largely on unscientific conjecture is now beyond the reach of conjecture,

A simpler and more probable explanation still of the hesitating attitude of the learned
critic might perhaps be that his theoretical misgivings are based on a rather hasty study of
both the Vulgate and the critical text. For, the text of the Vulgate is so corrupt and so
obviously contaminated that it would be a criminal neglect of his duty for any intelligent

editor now to reprint the Vulgate, when he has at hand the material to control its
vagaries and to correct its absurdities,

ONE SELECTED MANUSCRIPT AS BASE

No doubt to remedy the inherent defects in the last method as also to avoid the
dreaded sarhkara of praminas, it has been suggested by other scholars that the best course
would be to sclect one manuscript, the best manuscript extant (of any version presumably )
and print it, with minimal change, correcting only the obvious and indispeunsable clerical
errors and adding the variants of the collated manuscripts.® This expedient, though
unquestionably simple and “safc”, and in most cases indubitably effective, fails totally in
the present instance, for two reasons: firstly and chiefly, owing to the negligible age of our
manuscripts, which are barcly five hundred years old; and, secondly, owing to the
systematic conflation which has been carried on through ages of revisional and amplificatory
activity, By following any manuscript—even the oldest and the best—we shall be authen-
ticating just that arbitrary mixture of versions which it is the express aim of this
method to avoid!

This suggestion, however, has special interest, because the principle underlying it
has now been, partly and timidly, put into practice by Professor P. P. S. Sastri, in

preparing his edition of the Southern recension, whereas the three foregoing methods are
mere castles in the air of theoretical critics.

1 Journal Asiatigue, Oct.-Deq. 1929, p, 347, 2 C. V. Vaidya, JBBRAS. 1920, 367.



PROLRGOMENA LIXXV

A CRITIQUE OF PROFESSOR SASTRI'S METHOD

?rofeea‘nor.Sastri’s.edition is an excellent demonstration of the inadequacy of the
underlying principle, which has been repeatedly advocated, showing up its defects as
nothing else coulfl. ' “’hat Px:ofessor Sastri set out to do is (to quote his own words): “to
print the text as z.t 13 81 the.orogmal palm-leaf, Liberty being taken onl y to correct scriptorial
blunders,! to weigh the different readings in the additional manuseripts and choose the
more important ones [scil. readings] for being added to the text by way of footnotes”.?
How difficult it is to carry this out verbatim in practice and at the same time to present a
half-way readable text may be realized when we see how Sastri has had to doctor his text,
A few examples may be added to elucidate the point. To begin with, Sastri does not
follow the parvan division, nor the adhyaya division, of his basic manuscript, adding and
omitting colophons arbitrarily, in order to reach some imaginary norm. Sccondly, ho adds
an adhyaya of 40 lines after his adhy. 164, which is not found in his manuseript |
Thirdly, he omits one whole adbyaya of 40 lines, after his adhy. 180, where all Southern
manuscripts, without exception (including his own exemplar) have it, and is moreover
unaccountably silent about the omission! Fourthly, in one place (his adhy. 122) he has
omitted fourteen lines of the text of his manuscript and added instead thirteen lines which
are not found in any Southern manuscript!® Fifthly and lastly, in yet another place
(his adhy. 214 ) he bhas added an interpolation (upakhyana) of 114 lines of which not «
single line (as actully printed in Sastri’s edition) is to be found in any of the six
manuscripts utilized by him! These are some of the things that an extremely orthodox
Southern Pandit actually does when he sets out with the avowed object of printing up a
Southern manuseript as 1t 1s, correcting only “scriptorial blunders,” I will not here speak
of a certain number of spurious lines which appear to have crept insidiously into his text
Jrom the Vulgate and whosc existence even he probably does not suspect. The changes
mentioned first are of a different order: they have been made by Sastri consciously and
intentionally.

Let me not be misunderstood. I do not blame Sastri in the least for taking such
liberties with his manuscript, which is a tolerably good manusecript (though probably not
very old), but has its faults like any other manuscript. I myself have had to proceed
similarly, only more thoroughly, more systematically. Our methods are similar in
practice, though not in theory; that is, in /s theory. Sastri’s text is eclectic (an epithet
often used by critics with a tinge of reproach, the ground of which it is not casy to
perceive ): as eclectic as any other Mahabharata text, printed or in manuscript, !;hab I have
seen. I have adduced the above instances chiefly to show what correcting merely
“scriptorial blunders” in Mahabharata textual criticism really ends in. . o

Thus it will be seen that the method of printing a Mahabbarata manuscript as s¢ s,
viewed as a rigid principle, is a deplorable failure. The lateness of our manuscript material

1 Ttalios mine! 28%%; 212, 664; 215. 54°*; 216. 41, 43 (found only
? The Mahabharata, Vol, I, Introduction, p. xiii. in N3 Dn and printed editions ); etc. References are
8 Sastri’s ed. 1. 132. 24-8} (page 803f.). to Sastri’s edition of course, It must be admitted

$ o g 1. 22. 26%; 58. 1°¢; 82, 4*°; 184, 27® that, when compared with the mass of the text,
(8 has v. 1.); 194. 63} (no M8, bas this line!); 203. these interpolations are really negligible.
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and the peculiar conditions of transmission of the epic are responsible for the defection.
They force upon us an eclectic but cautions utilization of all manuscript classes, Since all
categories of manuseripts have their strong points and weak points, each variant must be
judged on its own merits,

WHAT IS THEN POSSIBLE !

The Mahabhiarata problem is a problem sui generis. It is useless to think of
reconstructing a fluid text in a literally original shape, on the basis of an archetype and a
stemma codicumn. What is then possible? Our objective can only be to reconstruct the
oldest form of the text which it 13 possible to reach, on the basis of the manuscript material
available.!  With that end in view, wo must examine as many manuscripts—and above
all as many classes of manuscripts—as possible, and group them into families. We must
try to ascertain and evaluate tho tradition of cach family, eschewing late and worthless
material, We may then consider the relation of these traditions in regard to the variae
lectiones, and the genuine and spurious parts of the text. Beyond that, we have to content
ourselves with selecting the readings apparently the earliest and choosing that form of the
text which commends itself by its documentary probability and intrinsic merit, recording
again most carefully the variants, and the additions and omissions. A little critical
remaniement of the text nced cause no alarm. For, as I have alrealy observed, it 1s hardly
logical to assume that a text which is largely based on conjecture is now beyond the reach
of that principle. Of course there will always remain many doubts, but that consideration
should not prevent us from correcting those parts which can be corrected with confidence ;
morcover, that limitation applics to our comparatively well preserved classical texts, despite
tho guarantee of the careful editings they have undergone. However, owing partly to the
fluid character of the original and partly to the fragmentary and inadequate information
we possess as rogards the origin, growth and transmission of the text, it is incumbent on
us to make Couservatism our watchword. We must abstain from effecting any change
which is not in some measure supported by manuseript authority.?

THE METHOD OF RECONSTRUCTION EXPLAINED
The method I have followed in reconstructing the text cannot, unfortunately, be
presented in the shape of short gencral rules. T shall endeavour, however, to explain it as
brietly as possible.
The main principle underlying all spceulation as to authenticity is the postulated
originality of ayreement between what may be proved to be (more or less) independent

1 Cf. Liiders, Decutsche Literaturzeitung, 1929,
1143, )
3 Fow scholars, I imagine, would endorse the
view of Pandit Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya (Xo-
dern Review, Caloutta, for August 1928, page
176), that the first prose sentence of our Maha-

bharata (@yngdugy IgsEm ga: ete.), though found
in all MSS. without exception, should be deleted

from the Critical Edition, because it is intrinsically
inappropriate in the context. He writes: ‘“They
[scil. those lines] are to he found in all the different
versions of which MSS, are collated for the present
edition, though with some variant readings, but
can we be satisfied only with this ground as to their
being genuine”1 That is a little too radical! This
edition cannot and should not proceed so far,
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versions. The principle I have tried to follow religiously—and I hope I havo never deviated
from it—is to accept as original a reading or feature which is documented uniformly by all
manuscripts alike (N =8), | .

For instance, we frequently come across three-lined stanzas, one of whose lines is an
“inorganic line”, that is, a line which can be added or omitted without detriment to sonse
or grammar. These seemingly superfluous lines, if proved by both recensions, have not
been deleted ; they have beon kept scrupulously intact. A more important instance is of
the initial adhyayas of this parvan, The connection between adhy. 1-3 and what follows,
as also the connection between the three adhyidyas dnter se, is of most loose character.
Therc is further the suspicious circumstance that adhy. 4 begins precisely in the same way
as adhy. 1; both adhyayas have in fact the idetical opening ( prose ) sentence:

ST IHET: GA: DT ARETOY HRwE TErRETTETTE 9 |
In other words, adhy. 4 begins as though nothing had gone before! The prose sentence
seems to fit better the context of adhy. 4 than the contoxt of adhy. 1; but that is not
material to my argument. It would have been possible to athetize the first three adhyiyas
in order to remove this anomaly, relegating them to the Appendix. But as all the four
adhyiyas are handed down in exactly the same form (with the usual amount of variants)
in all manuscripts of both recensions, they were left perfectly intact. Here we havo an
old conflation of two different beginnings. They were not harmonious in juxtaposition,
but each was too good to lose, in the opinion of the ancient redactors, They therefore put
both in, making but a poor compromise.*

Another passage that may be thought to necd some radical treatment is the account
of the cremation of Pandu and Madri. We are first told that the king died in the forest,
and Madri mounted the funeral pyre and was burned with him (1. 116. 31), After this we
read that their “bodies” ($arire) arc brought to the capital of the Kurus (1. 117. 30), and
an elaborate royal funeral takes place. In the account given in the following adhyaya
(118), from the description of the annointing and dressing of the king’s body, and from
the remark that the king looked as if he were alive (1. 118. 20):

ATeow: | g arafisitatig aTh |
it is clear that no former burning is imagined. After Pindu had been burned with his
favourite queen Madri on the funeral pyre, there could not have been (as Hopkins' has
justly pointed out) much corpse left or not enough to dress and smear with sandal pastel
But the manuscripts do not render us any help here. The passage is handed down in
identical form in all manuscripts of both reccnsions.

The above examples will show that the diaskeuasts did not always employ any
great art—I may add, fortunately—in conflating two discrepant accounts o.f an incident,
which is by no means an easy task. To resolve such anomalies, however, is beyond the
scope of this edition, since the entire manuscript cvidence unanimousl.y supports the
conflation, which is too old and deep-rooted to be treated by the ordinary principles
of textual criticism. If we went about, at this stage of our work, athctizing such passages
as were self-contradictory or as contradicted the data of gome other part of the epic, thore
would not be much left of the Mahabhirata to edit in the end,

——— J——

[ - e i e eImocrmmiumc T e—

3 Ruling Caste in Ancient India, p. 172, footnote.
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I give in a footnote® the text of a hundred selected stanzas for which no variants,
or only unimportant variants, have been recorded in the critical notes; of these about

)

Adhy. 1

w1a grrraTe gEgE gy |

WAREDFL AR SAMIAH AT N 0w
Adhy. 26

rret 4 R Py faga

XA quAT FerATEATEE 0 &

annrHiaey wTarReaTEAT |

fafzen sy doerft e 1 Ro

gRifembareat e aqneEr: |

frfmfy wred axgergaty 1 23

wgfe R AT T | QAmaT )

gAY gorad 1 emrfgTa: i 2R
Adhy. 27

#xare fradar 4 3 gfyag 97 )

O HEIAT R ATHERRG 1 R

faaqrsq gnore gent & qResef |

S F e @ERTHAGA T 1 ¥

FHA: [ARAE KT FATR: |

HERAPEY AT A T B

vafeiaa wd 7 B 2rgrgelt g )

farerem s eyt ywraT gl 11 Ry

ATETEAT AT AT gEAw ghae

ITTRA WAL NYATAG RIFT: N %
Adhy. 29

AGACWEAAY QY qesE R Ao

H ax 7y fagagwerafoga: 023
Adby. 31

ATt Qe 7 g g3w T

fasmgreaar QY& KT LAG U L
Adhy. 32

Tarfteaayfd aeaar farag: )

A FEt 9 g @fa 3 gE 0’

Ay e wdai wrgon & fRfEA )

ATFATAITIIR Wit & R | 23
Adhy. 35

7a: spIfy af #=ai qrg: e |

SRS WETE ] 9 gdHA 7 0 R
Adhy, 38

#ftgr Foewd ey =91

fasd dge am et TRag 1Y
Adhy, 39

TAGHR: § AWK FRIIT TCERAT |

FTUEFTAF AN TEaa: ¢
Loivekaf R ie TR eci
W A4 U wIAT qregaadty il o
Rarrs itz 937 AsfEsaeqat |
g AN IR AW M <
Adhy. 40
AN TY PERATE
97T HAL TIEERARAT |
g QR
27 ¥ a T wA: 1
Adhy. 41
argasy famere: rawegtar
7 777 Ryt ssararaagaEr 3

Adhy, 42

gy Prenfy duymw @ 29 gg=ean )

Bad =1 g1 xEw FAY TETy: 02

uq 351 9971 gFenfag s |

T Wafar afag=at faarmg: 1 4
Adhy. 45

AT |ude T FE1 GO )

wiAY wdfazr vt faggarfem 0o
Adhy. 46

Areafereg A awd agofed

T gt amfy: wrad) aegdsea | A
Adhy, 48

AR 7 AR g

T gAY U {HF TR 1 R

w8 faeaeadt amy gag:fEa:

FETRITRIY aglh: vdaega 1 2]
Adhy, 49

TT NET I © TIRE AT |

FEERANTI FAEAAR 1 2

T3 7 AGHARATY RAVSITH |

AT AEHATSHY ST GRAr g, 1 R4

saAwae & af g4 agtE g

ATy YERTIATRRRY e 1 k%

H TETIIATTEAR TAEATGA |

Ti Traagh: gdafgEm i R
Adhy. 53

g g%: qUedqd T i g )

sifasrtamrazTsT WY SaRg: 0 Lo

wi¥yg: gEgenat § TTEeEHETE: |
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g 17 A Tamsy wgEm: U 2R

GATHA FRTAT A g o)

wieeaf@ aza ¥ aiftmy agerd 1
Adhy. b4

g a1 Rafrmrgfiag |
QAT THR: ARHEEA 0 1 ;R
Adby. 55
Y] TA-AYT AT: FEAOTTNCR |
Ty b JaaEEyg T ¥
Adhy. 56
#RF 3 g« @ af s
FETATCARTEATE Feort = ke wg il R
F ygAt Ay g e Rt !
WTE: g Fa qrearg gifew 0 s
vAETIE ¥ g4 49mys e |
A9 FATAW IT a7 "gredr 1 R
wed: gderdy yire e |
gty A9 e sgrawfaadsa: 0 AR
Adhy. b8
rgare: ofudt san Ayrfyat go
THTFRIRNY AR gdarad | ¥
FHifY = qTsay waiarid qraen: |
TRAGUEIFAAFIATTIem: 1 ]
TIRAT G AL A AE qAfagsy T |
Ty axr Mgy | ¥
g THEY: G4 Fear @A |
A 9§ 9 a9 A TPgest |l ¥e
Adhy. 59
Ao areET: g A qoagdy:
whfaeate goT: gog: Fg: | Lo
T&TT: QAR deEE A |

ugEErgdErsyreny rfianaay I k¢

ST ATEON AT APATREETAT |

T @A TN REATFT 1l 4o
Adhy. 60

AV FGIHT: A THTAEATR: |
fagmfey Sdg saEagaIom: 0 ¢
g ey o wwgedr Aty |
AyrHa s S wfafem: 1 2y
Adhy. 61

AyregeAY qeg Tgd: el |
Afenfafy fegm: &3 gafta=wa: 1w
FLESEELeeaGEe T tol
ST ggers ARErIRA, | &R

12

LXX3IX

i et e St e w11 A —— A £ T e i 1

TEFATH grErYZra O 7O |
ol AR & yssshpmsitadag i e
wRerang ¥ g €7 g |
H aqqufa i Fad aflieda: 0 ve
Adhy. 64
AT TR |
axrAtgvEtgs g wEwee i R
Adhy. 71
AFYAAFATHIR FrEat Reavasiagmy |
qAR gawqry angtatHd guan ©
Adhy, 73
FARA F4 TR gEEy daa:
warrdt i gl gad W 1R
T%1 FRAL Y Zaardt aar @
qigvai dafteasy gfadt amaandg i ¢
Adby. 76
o & gelt 2t g A adRe
gietar sz affrer guedoe 0 -
Adhy. 81
a® fefdgg: gefiiigna: |
TRF Argfefr 2R ag g gda 0 ¢
Adhy. 91
w1y Rt AREReT wpgrgrfgaTae |
@1 907 AggA maa afinraeg v
Adhy, 93
g grafrmat Af@sarrwt |
qX qUaFAl W8 @LLIHEITH 119
s ¢t fReser: |y 4 & gaed )
T Treaf @ e 1w
vAvga@r 7 A7 2t e gaegar |
AGATAGATET qA AGATEA 1l R0
Adhy. 94
T FxEa qrar agaafant adeg !
gttt zrmtmzrgandy 1| »2
aa: Ff=era oy waaTtea |
TR ZraAYseder R aegamty ) 4¥
Adhy. 96
gzt FraTAETEm: 9y (e |
AT a1 aRErra | 4¢
Adhy. 102
arefa e girar gaatigon: |
weaafer =1 aeqra Aty wef 3 1 R
Adhy. 117
a1 frgmzEt e R s |
7 whEsdtRardTEg: |l 2R
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Adhy. 125

SREATRT 7 qiEA et yAefie

gatuwmBrmgfedt odaroaa 1 22

‘ Adhy. 127

AATETRG IR Rpraafea |

wntsfamzfera: faoar graszy 1R

AT ATHATOIG 9 qEWE: |

g eftpindaafizaarca: 1 3

aAY AT AT TgAe: |

WITTNIAARHL A 47 &G 1R
Adhy. 132

Qo AR A A

et Refeafr o = Nl &

H & TRWYRA e gm i |

FrroTawHdy gt qrfer A g 0o
Adhy, 138

e a4 gt gagarfian

Ft B afryeamr: qEe ZamTgeEs i ke
Adhy. 139

e AR F @3 TR gaahae |

YA FEAATY " At J 0 ¢
Adhy. 152

H OIS Y AFaT gy |

L giiccon L RUC) Gf SCEIRIC
Adhy. 158

Ry Jaw wEaT IR |

WOTHRY qHg SYsqErEaags | 3o

wanfiar Rfasd o & 1g g=m: )

ars Frreat @ JTE eS| e
Adhy. 159

T T ASHETE [T v |

TR " &G G2 /TR i AR
Adby. 163

qeEig aar Ry Farworefaa: |

gRagtsefia e @ s A3 it 2w
Adhy. 170

TR g2 I SO g gEH |

ATV Tt qAT e g 02
Adhy. 192

srq gEh=Y g Raer wighe )

JNTUTHT ATIOT doq F g0 9 11 &
Adby. 194

frw 9 st gfraer Rt o)

at R gt R qidady i 2¢

& 9 a4 gI=TEE g wm |

L8 cel ivriceitt i o JIRT
Adhy. 198

frear shafer ¥ qrat Brwar fafx g1 o

fem geIeegl 9 ST AERGT 1 4
Adhy. 199

q71 g wead A FAgEr gt

FRarst A7 a8 9 gerhdY 1 3

TwEel 9 @ a5 TSRy TIUT: |

o & gevsamiE ek ot iy
Adhy. 200

qrETer WA wdt agft |

qqr Y 99 A7 Graqr ARfEfaaEg 1 2o
Adhy. 202

TR TR et R )

SR T TR GErIgear: 1 8
Adhy. 203

Tt Qg HE 232 Ramree |

Rsmfitae FR-areaRaias || 3

¢ e MRS HERaT |

AT FEEATA T{F ToG%: 11 ]
Adhy. 205

At wEAEET TETAERASET |

T g gt qratet aRErdE R
Adhy. 206

anfide Far § aefyeET faragreg !

sRafgemzafiwa g i R
Adhy. 210

ARATE: §AYTISE 9 qvea: |

a¥q AT FEATASATETL | Lo
Adhy. 211

dRray IR AT |

T QAT TSy qeag: |

7 qRgan: shfetaday gaagag |

TgeRd T IR agr i R
Adhy. 212

¥ o GiXan: gyaAmta: g |

IO TadHTIEY: TR Il o
Adhy. 220

| T A9 O EHETT WA |

T RISIHRE 7 3R T THSH | 9
Adhy. 225

I AT WEAFAERAT ARG |

g AT AXTRITR qroeErior g 0 ko
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thil:ty have no variants at all, while the remaining (seventy) show only insignificant
variants, such as transposition, substitution of synonyms, and so on. Tho nuc:uber of
the lz.zbt.er c]ass.of.stanzas could naturally be casily augmented, by increasing the latitude of
permissible variation. Being handed down uniformly in all manuscripts alike, they may
be regarded as authentic (as lcast as far as manuseript evidence goces), forming, 8o to say

pieces of firm bedrock in the shifting quicksands of Mahabhiarata poetry. As such t-he);
will be valuable for the study of epic style, diction, vocabulary and so on.

To return to the question of text reconstruction. The rule arising out of the agree-
ment between independent recensions or versions is easy to comprehend and simple to
apply; only its sphere of operation is rather restricted. Difficulties arise when therc is
fluctuation ; and that is the normal state. When there was fluctuation, the choice fell, as a
corollary of the previous rule, upon a reading which 13 documented by the largest number
of (what prima facie appear to be) more or less independent versions, and which is supported
by intrinsic probability. Diagrammatically we might represent the types as follows:

(i) Ni=S="Text. (ii) N==8Si=Text. (1ii) Ni=8S:=Text.

N, S N: Ss
N Ss N: Ss
ete. etc. ete. ote.

The presumption of originality in these cases is frequently confirmed by a lack of definite
agrcement between the discrepant versions. The commonest application of this rule is
when $; K or B (with or without D) agree with S against their own agnates. Numcrous
examples of this type of agreement have been adduced above ( pp. L1V, LXII)

Oceasionally we get “double” agreement, that is, agreement betwecn two or more
groups of each recension (Ni=S: and N;=35:); for example, when

(1) é’l K =M, and simultancously B =TG,
or (2) S:1K=TG, and simultaneously B =M.
Here one of the agreements must, generally speaking, be accidental, since both can hardly
be original ; and either may be adopted, if they have equal intrinsic merit. Owing to the
much greater correctness and reliability of S, K, T have, as a rulo, adopted the readings of
this group, other things being equal.

When the two recensions have alternate readings neither of which can have come
from the other and which have equal intrinsic merit (N : 8), I have, for tho sake of
consistency and with a view to avoiding unnecessary and indiscriminate fusion of versions,
adopted, as a stop-gap, the reading of N. This rule is of very common application, since
one constantly comes across readings which are but paraphrases of cach othoer and between
which it is impossible to discriminate. Examples of such alternative rcadings are:

N S
1. 23 wzd: gRaAg aIAF AGRAT: | wgd: oy ofme agem: 1 . 1,23
1. 51 == g ® yPgrqma® . . . - . » 151
54, 8 Dugacugan tRgetgedw: . . . - . - 54 3
57. 80 guETa Qrgar: S dgsq:99% . - e+ . - . 07.30
60. 9 FrziicdTEIEAVEEER: | ergEaeg Saw wemete. .o 60, 9
60. 10 FTHIRWAAATSHAT & ALAT: | weder@ WA g aAgEEwEE . . 60, 10
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N S
65. 20 g9W ATTAMM WH GUTANTH | TG AL U TF Agaa: ¢ . 65. 20
65. 35 qaiR @ Wi awng Twglzs warg=a A w7 ﬁi'fvrm | 65.35
65. 85 qurerTg & faa@ e gy . . . . . 65.85
66. 2 agAr grafElany arasm By . . . . . 66. 2
66. 3 efagm aa: ard adsfug arast . . . 66. 3
66. 9 FAEA ATANANTTTBEEATH | THLATOA=TFA! T mfrw% I . 66. 9
73. 4 F¥ JFTEN AR ATEANR . . . . . 73. 4
106. 9  &w1EIRT q=geq: Lm=irigd o ATAR: FIMT JAT AITGET | 106 9
107. 20 GF¥ar vagrsmEE ARy T 4 ud ¥R Fey Fwdagawar . 107, 20
wnw qud fafemasd Rfeag o S Tiar qud @flvaad:
200. 9 aRFEAw FMHuTma TEEEAn) enad} udTS g ZgFAIs g 1 . 200, 9

When the above tests breuk down or when they give only a negative result,
the expedient adopted by me was to find a reading which best explains how the other
readings may have ariscu.  The true reading in this case has often proved to be a lectio
difficidior, or an archaism or a solecism, the desire to eliminate them being the cause of the
vuriation.  Here follow some examples of variation due to the lectio difficilior:

57. 7 s “udder” (v. L. %5, &4, &1, &= Nil,, ¥y, 3%, 332, 957, 3:)
57. 29 afsg®m: proper nume (v. l. ards:, ¥¥s:, a=g:, ctc)
96. 16 gwmi from gu “shining” (v. |. adst, gamt)

98. 13 &% (doublet of Ff7q) “younger” (v. |. &wg, a1 wq:, 99
98. 18 agy (v. l. aux, |aqy, a7g, ete.)

102, 18 =nfusit (v. 1. a1 f, Afvar:, afe=man)

103. 13 simdrat (v. | a=efid, a1 =3, e, si=faa, ete. ).

EMENDATION

Emendation has playcd o very inconspicuous rdle in the preparation of the
constituted text. Interpretation has in general been given preference over emendation.
Even in the case of corrupt passages, the reading of some manuseript or other gives sense,
though it may not be the original sense, not even a wholly satisfactory sensc. Precipitate
emendation is, however, to be deprccated; for experience has shown that but a small pro-
portion of scholars’ corrcctions are really amenduments. Moreover, in this special case, we
know, as yet, too little about the epic idiora and the epic world altogether; as also about
the vicissitudes of the epic text. Besides, who can say that the original was linguistically
uniform, and conformed to any particular norm? What would be the style of a work
which in the main is obviously a compilation ?

The text, as it has becn fixed by me, contains about 85 emendations. The
corrections arc generally very slight, being concerned mostly with single isolated words,
never with whole passages. Wherever even a single letter has been added, omitted
or altered, without the authority of any of the manuscripts, I have inserted an asterisk (*)
in the text.

Only in very few instances do the emendations effected in this edition make any
differcnce to the sense; e. g. 1. 41, 5 adss*al@mirega:, where the word (am)al% has been
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added to the pada, a word found only in Ds: the other i . ;
s |, 1fy qoi, ad gwor (hy Perui:tric!),,ﬂ%sf&mvi ﬂ%‘e:ii:‘tgss:i:) 0:? ‘U_‘W._'ﬁ T
§ _ , ) nbinations, each
having a different syllable between & and ;! In a few cases the emendation :\ﬁ’ects
merely some gr?mmatical form of the stanza in question; e. g. 1. 86. 5 sfkrasfidt *laqw‘ Ag
where the readings for agga are fyzw, smgw, wuiu, wogs (corruption of last?) gvmw'
wuatds, 7 gg@= (hypermetric!). v ’
But the large majority of our emendations concern merely metre and sandhi. My
study of the manuscript material led me to the conclusion that there was an ever growing
antipathy, firstly, to hypermetric padas, in fact to any form of metrical irregular;{,y . an;
secondly, to forms of sandhi not sanctioned or countenanced by Panini's great gmh’lmar’
In particular, there is noticeable a strong aversion to hiatus, cven where it was pm'mittm}
by rules of grammar, Hiatus between padas also came to be disapproved and was removed
by such expedients as that of adding a meaningless f&, g or = at the beginning of the
posterior pada.

Manuscripts betray the surreptitious efforts of the seribes and redactors to eliminate
hiatus (sometimes even when it is grammatically permissible) in the following instances
among others: 1.2, 91 (between pidas) Faarma 1 sgrar afy dmr:; 2. 130 qowar sigwi=ga
(8 readings); 2. 150 a5 Uw Iu&FW; 2. 212 aa enwAgEied; 9. 11 (between padas) “wan
sfagg; 15. 2 go&9 &igwad; 21. 3 @@ angy aw+; 33. 18 wflwyrgw =faw:; 33. 22 ar s and
fim d; 36. 7 @ &% (v. | wgd, @ 4:3°); 41. 8 wd afwwdgan; 41, 21 ad dr epdigar: (v L.
gdigaEn: ); 45. 13 (between padas) F&3 1 Invamsmaa (v. L dew”, dew’, gau’); 50. 17 W
gz@r wfast ((v. L afqs) gegag:; 60. 4 g@fR kv sifx: (v, L "vaty:, v aly:, vwify:); 65. 24
(between padas) ggud 1 38 (S "% ); 72. 22 N 2w @1° (S I[&="): 76. 18 xfu %Ryyw
(v. L. “argf®, “aigli®, ‘anfe’, “eagle’); 83. 8 “gw swaaw (v. ). w=’, @=a’, a=a"); 84. 13
Agat erstd 8; 85. 8 awr ey aRgmufu (v. ), agrdify = aRk®); 94. 38 ¥ swrarm (wnew®, @,
A’ ); 96. 42 (between padas) ®:1¥% | si@EWA (V. L @mwr”, aww’, @w, awEm’, daw’);
98. 8 aradelt wE (v. | @d, wE, ‘wE, “Fafm A); 99. 15 7 ufwgd; 99. 39 (between pidas)
gadar 1 ¥ (v. | g¥aa); 100, 2 Rfd simBreafy; 101.3 @ smar” (v. L =aw”, arm’®);
103. 5 (between padas) &= | 3gEwW (v. 1. &g’ &a”, @q’, |3’ ete.); 107. 32 ( between padas)
st 1 eewid (Si Ko =i ); 109, 7 (between padas) ‘s &R (Mo-s gfR°); 109. 21
(between padas) = eufig =7; 110, 28 3k amat; 112. 31 ar %gamr; 114. 38 Xamfat (v. L.
gat, norat, “RreEi, Cwgfiot); 116. 25 as3gr eiga-aal; 148. 1 fakear el9Fd4; 152. 19 @4
senig: ; 157. 13 @an S: (6 readings); 183, 34 between padas) ata o ganfazig (N ins, afY);
218. 11 (between padas) a1g¥aa 1 saRA. — It is cvident that sandhi was originally more
flexible. It is only in later phases of literature that writers make a shibbolcth of it.

Similar efforts to correct hypermetric lines may be seen from :

20. 2 fyaat Awwmagai (v. |, fweat faat, faar faagai, fagquorazat ;)

78. 23 @fd aFid wea@ (v. 1. ®d and g4 for @Rd; also Ry: gxi aftd, @ sigdee)
92. 4 s B ¥ Fefn (v. L & ¥ w0 wenfn, swnfn G, f 3 seif w{)

04. 74 S@acEVAAIAS (W@NFTT TEIA, 79 IR, o €A’ ).

Owing to the increasing gensitiveness to solecism, we find likewise different efforts
made, independently of each other, to purge the text of what came to be regarded as
stylistic blunders or corruptions in the ancient text. Examples of attempts made to
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remove solecisms are: 1. 1. 190 ¥ q qdfa (v. | 8 ¥ 5, 3 a3 ¥); 2. 93 zooi gm & (v. L
i g g, TeN AwE A ); 7. 26 getmm (v, 1. geme, ‘ma, “sie); 9.2 R (v. | e,
a1); 21, 6 g, (& Asa®, FEsw®); 43. 14 gz (v, L. soma, eram); 46. 87 gRdw+ (v. L
gfrot Arrd); 48. 24 = wmrme (v. | wmmmen); 96. 44 Fw gReEER (v. 1 qumEgfegam);
123. 16 afaw 79 (v, | “gromm); 124. 24 Imp=dl pass. pres. part. (v. 1. 3m7); 141. 7 afrsai
(v. 1. f or g Ifr); 151. 28 oo aradt (v. | ;rmgia ); 154, 24 swfeamege’ (v, 1 smesmeg”);
165. 24 werfafa & afsx (v. . fga® @@ asigx ete.); 169. 20 zvm &g (v. L. g #g¥ ete.);
184. 18 wfea (v. L. qnifem, wxfa, aifa, fuafa, dfafa, azfa, gafkal); ete., ete.

I add examples of hypermetric padas (generally with the scheme vv-v-vy=--),
which are the result of emendation: 1. 30. 7 sRomafRg ¥*; 1. 155, 35 *e@f>d ¥ g& ag1.

And, finally, cxamples of hiatus as the result of emendation:

51. 8 smM* ¢=x: |MIARNFTANN 116. 25 awdgr *srga=at
57.20 Perd *Iwgar g4 119. 11  a¥g® *aftawan
98. 8 eFadelt *erg wrar 147. 2 Qhar *ernama
99. 15 @ 7 *efagd 148. 1 RixaEr *sasdd
100. 2 ffig *ammfrafy 157. 13 guFaEeadn *sw:
103. 5 o7 Az &A1 *orgua F@ A: | 207. 17 oo *afemnE g
110. 20 % N wuil *erftdwronfad 214. 9 wHUR *afdsitan
110. 28 afX *aymat wgiare 224, 5 dawgamr (sing.) *sfaar.

It is important to remember that emendation has been resorted to merely for the
purpose of wnifying divergent and conflicting manuscript cvidence, never in opposition
to clear and unanimous testimony of manuscripts. The emendations are thus not
amendments of the text in the ordinary sense of the word, made in order to eke
out a better sense when the manuscripts yield no sense or an unsatisfactory sense; they are
rather an effort to find, so to say, a hypothetical focus towards which the discrepant
readings converge.

THE “ADDITIONAL” PASSAGES

The uniformity of the interrelationship of the different manuscripts, versions or
recensions, as has been already eoxplained, is disturbed chiefly by comparison and
conflation of manuscripts. A constant and fruitful source of confusion, as was pointed
out above, has always been the marginalia. * A more dangerous and troublesome source
was the practice of incorporating into one’s text—without stating the source and without
much explanatory comment—passages found in other versions. It may be surmised
that celebrated places of pilgrimage like Ujjayini,) Rame$varam, Kasi, and others, with
recitations of the cpics held periodically in their famous shrines, have played an
important réle in the dissemination of the knowledge of local versions among the pious
visiting pilgrims, whose number undoubtedly included the bards and the professional
reciters of the epics,

1 Baga’s Kadambarl (ed. Peterson, p. 61) refers of the half-month in the temple of. Mahakala a$
to a recitation of the Mbh, on the fourteenth day Ujjain, which the queen attends.
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Much light is thrown on the origin of these misch-codices by the MS. Ky, a
manuscript belonging to the Bombay Government Collection deposited at the Institute. In
this manuscript we find long extracts from other cognate versions (such as Y) as also from
the Southern recension, written out on scparate folios and inserted at appropriate places in
the body of the manuscript, with the words e @uw®% written on the margin of the
original folio, near the placc where the passage is to be interpolated. Should this
manuscript happen to be copied again and should the copyist insert the passage at the
place indicated by the previous scribe, the interpolation would become an integral part of
the new text which is externally absolutely 1ndistinguishable from the rest of the text.

This leads us to the question of “additional” passages in gencral. Qur attitude with
regard to them is quite clear, in my opinion. The first and foremost source of our
knowledge as to what the Mahabbarata comprises, is and must remain the manuscript
evidence itself. For example, the question—which seems to trouble a great many
people, judging by the inquiries on the point received at the Institute-—whether the
Uttaragita, Gajendramoksa and Anusmrti are parts of the Mahabharata, must be
answered by the manuscripts thcmselves. If none of our manuscripts contain these
passages, it i8 prima facie evidence that they are not parts of the Mahiabharata. Thero is
nothing to suggest that our Mahibhirata manuscripts have suffered any serious loss at
any time, There never was any lack of manuscripts, many of which were preserved
carefully in temples, and which must have been copied repeatedly, for the enhancement of
merit. There is no evidence of any break in the tradition at any time or any place, within
the confines of India at least. The probable inference is that our manuscripts contain all
that was there originally to hand down, and more., What late writers and commentators
have said about passages not found in our manuscripts is always a matter of secondary
importance; it cannot ipso facto nullify or override the primary evidence of manuscripts.
Such extrinsic testimony has only local or personal valuc; it can always be rebutted by the
evidence of the Mahabhirata manuscripts.

Likewise, whether an episode, adhyiya, passage, stanza or line may be rogarded as
belonging to the Mahabharata or not must primarily depend upon whether tho manuscripts
contain it. Extrinsic evidence, in so far as it is valid, will principally hold good only for
the period or locality to which it belongs. Intrinsic evidence may be considered ; but, being
of a subjective character, it must be used with caution. Qur primary evidence being the
manuscripts themselves, we are bound to view with suspicion, as a matter of principle, any
part of the text which is found only in one recension, or only in a portion of our critical
apparatus. Therefore, the evidenccfor such passages as are contained onl).' in one
manuscript, or a small group of manuseripts or versions, or even in a whole recension must
be pronounced to be defective. Consequently, all lines belonging to ono recension only,
and @ fortiori such as pertain to a combination of manuscripts amounting to }ess than a
recension, for which there is nothing corresponding in the otfher recension anfl which are not
absolutely necessary for the context—all lines, in short, W"’}f a defectx.ve txtlg—-—have b.een
placed in the footnotes or the A ppendix, pending further inquiry regardmg their credentials,

Such passages are not all nccessarily spuriou's. Thercf might be a hundred gf)od
reasons why the questionable passages are missing in a partgcular recension or version.
It might conceivably be, for instance, that the shorter recension represents (as a certain
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scholar has said) “a mutilated and hastily put together composition of the Middle Indian
Redactors, who could not lay thcir hands on all manuscripts of the Mahabharata™.'
The shorter version might again be, theoretically, a consciously abridged or expurgated
version,  Or, more simply, the omission might bo due to mere oversight of some scribe who
had quite unintentionally omitted the defaulting passage and this mistake of the first
scribe had been perpetuated by the other copyists. And so on and so forth. But all
these are merc possibilities.  All these reasons in general and particular must be adduced
and proved, or at least made probable, in any given case. Moreover, the manuscripts
clearly show that therc has been in progress, through centuries, constant comparison of
manuscripts. In view of this circumstance, the explanatlon that the omission of a passage
n a whole version might be due to a seribe’s omission loses much of its force. Omisston 1s
as much v fact 1m Mahabhdrata textual tradition as addition.  And it is fair to demand of a
person who alleges the authenticity of such onc-recension passages why the rival recension
does not contain it.?

The general condemnation of a rccension or version that it is mutilated, merely on
the ground that it lacks ccrtain passages that are found in a rival recension or version, is
entircly meaningless; for the argument might easily be reversed, so that the controversy
will resolve merely into mutual vituperation. What I mean is this. From the fact that
one of the recensions, say N, does not contain a certain passage or a certain set of passages
found in another, say S, it is illogical to arzue that N is a mutilated version ; because such
an argument can with equal cogency be applied to S, in recard to certain other passages
that are missing in S but found in N. The point is so important and at the same time so
difficult to grasp that I shall endeavour to make my meaning clearer with the help of a
concrete illustration. My contention is this. From the fact that the Southern recension
contains, say, the Naliyani episode (App. I, No. 100), which is missing in the Northern
rceension, it would be illogical to arguc that the Northern recension is defective or
mutilated; because one can, with equal cogeney, seek to establish the mutilation or
defection of the Southern recension by pointing, say, to the Ganeéa passage, which is
found only in certain Northern manuscripts and is entirely missing in the Southern
manusecripts, The argument could have been employed with greater semblance of reason
and plausibility, had there been only a mere plus or minus on either side, but is entirely
without cogency in the present instance where there are both additions and omissions on
both sides.

1P, P. S. Sastri, The Mahabharata, Vol. 2, ich es fiir ein durchaus richtiges Princip, in den
Introduction, p. viii. Abschnitten, die im allgemeinen Vers fiir Vers

3 Cf. Liiders, “Zur Sage von Rsyaérnga”, Nach- iibereinstimmen wie z. B. der Text der Rgyasringa-
richten von dey kinigl, QGesell. der Wiss, »u Gottingen, sage, einen Vers, der entweder in N oder in G
Phil ~hist. KI. 1901, 42: *Allein wie man iiber die fehlt, als verddchtig, und wenn sich ein einleuch-
Yrrklirung soloher Verschiedenheiten innerhalb der tender Grund fiir seine Einfiigung darbietet, als
Nagarirecension auch denken mag, soweit es sich interpoliert zu betrachten. Wer soloche Verse fiir
um die Verschiedenheiten zwischen N und G”"— echt hilt, muss erkliren, wie es kam, dass sie in
then, o fortiori, between N and S—*handelt, halte der einen Recension fortgelassen wurden”.
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Originality and authenticity are, unfortunately, not the prerogative of any single
recension or version or manuscript.! They must be established, laboriously, chapter by
chapter, line by line, word by word, syllable by syllable? The optimistic view that any
extant manuseript, however old and trustworthy, of some favourcd version or recension,
could give us, with a few additions and alterations, the text of Vyisa's Bhitrata or Maha-
bharata is the index of a naive mentality and does not need any elaborate refutation.

The argument in favour of any particular recension or version or toxt is frequently
sought to be strengthened by a reference to the authority of the Parvasaigraha (A(ii
2), a weak reed on which every tyro leaus rather heavily in the beginning, and it would
be well to examine the argument here.

THE PARVASAMGRAHA ARGUMENT

Until lately high hopes had been entertained that the Parvasamgrahaparvan ( Adi 2
would supply the clue to the solution of the perplexing question of the reconstruction of
the original Mahabhirata. But the paradoxical situation created by the circumstance that
two different editors of the Viritaparvan, both of whom rely mainly on the data of the
Parvasamgraha for establishing the originality and authenticity of their respective texts,
have produced critical editions of that parvan which differ by no less than 1467 stanzas,®
has created grave misgivings in the minds of unbiassed critics as to whether the
Parvasamgraha can render us any help at all in reconstructing the text of the
Mahabharata, and these misgivings appear justified by the facts of the ease.

The exaggerated importance which the late Mr. Utgikar was inclined to attach to
the numerical data of the Parvasamgraha, was, I believe, mainly, if not wholly, due to his
mistaken belief that there was complete agreement between the two rival reeensions in all
material particulars as regards the text of thix adhyiya. This crroncous and wholly
unfounded notion seems to have been induced by the ambiguous and thoroughly misleading
character of the text of the Kumbhakonam edition, which claims to he an edition “mainly
based on South Indian texts”, but presents a version of this adhyiya which has been
unblushingly copied from the DBombay and Caleutta editions, ignoring wholly the
Southern divergences, which are quite considerable.

Not only are there diserepancies between the two recensions as regards tho
numbers of the adhyayas and $lokas in the various parvans, there is no complete
agreement cven between the different versions of the same recension. T'ake, for instance,
the case of the Adiparvan itsclf., Our constituted text (following the Sirada codex) gives
(1. 2. 96) the number of §lokas in the Adi as 7884. But this is not the only reading
of that number. For the digit representing the thousands alone, the choice lies between
seven, eight, nine and ten! There can, therefore, be no doubt that the text of this
adhyiya also has been tampered with and designedly altered, from time to time in various

1 Liiders, op. cit. p. 43, justly asks: “Wenn ratur, 1, 3981,

aber die Grantha-recension Zusiitze erfuhr, war- 8 Mr. Utgikar’s text contains only 2033 sta-
um sollen wir denn annehmen, dass die Nigari- nzas; while in Profcssor Bastri’s Southern Reoconsion,
recension von ihnen verschont geblieben sei 7. the Virataparvan has 3500 stanzas! And both

* Cf. Winternitz, Geschichte der ind. Litte- are said to bo supported by manuseript authority.
13
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ways, in order to make it harmonize with the inflated versions of a later epoch. It will
thus have to be admiited that the Parvasarigraha argument s of secondary importance
and must not be pressed too far,

Be that ws it may, it is extremely problematic whether we could make any use
whutgoever of the Parvasarhgraba cnumeration of $lokas in the case of the Adi at least,
because it will be diffienlt to compute the exact extent of this parvan and that for two
rensons.  Firstly, because this parvan, as is well known, contains two lengthy prose
adhyayas (3 and 90).  Taking the figure of the Parvasamgraha to represent the exact
extent of the whole of the Adi, it is not clear how the prose portions were computed
by the compilers of the Parvasaingraha. Most of the modern computers add  the
number of staizas to the number of their respective prose sections, and arrive at the
leneth of the Adiin slokas! But this is bad arithmetie. . P. S, Sastri offers a solution
which i more ingenious than convineing,  He holds the compiler of the Parvasarhgraha
down to the letter of his statement.  The Parvasumgraha tells us, says Sastri, merely
the number of ¢lokes which the different parvans contain.  Nothing is said about the
prose sections, e therefore ignores the prose adhyiyas in computing the extent of the
Adi, and ix satisfied that his text exactly agrees with the data of the Parvasangraha !

The other difliculty in the way of using the Parvasamgraha figure in the case
of the Adiis that this parvan contains a large number of Tristubh stanzas, which again
introduce an element of uncertainty in the computation. Was each Tristubh stanza
counted as one sloka; or did the Bhiarata-cintskas (mentioned in 1, 2. 172) compute the
exact equivalent of the long-metre stanzas in $lokas? It is difficult to say. The
difference in the reckoning will be, however, between 40 and 50 per cent of the total!  As
a very rough cstimate, the Adi may contain something like 500 long-metre stanzas. This
fuctor alone would introduce a diflerence of about 225 stanzas!

These are some of the obvious difficulties in the way of making any practical use of
the figcure recorded in the Parvasamhgraha for text-eritical purposes.  The computation
may have some value in the case of @ parvan in which there is no prose at all, which is
almost wholly in anustubh metre, and for which finally the Parvasangraha figure is
certain, the manuseript evidence being unanimous.

Lt is quite within the range of probability that the apparent extent of the critical
text of a parvan may fall appreciably below or rise appreeiably above the figure recorded
in the Parvasamgraha, as is actually the case with other editions.  Moreover, unless it
can be made probable that the compilation of this “Table of Contents” is nearly contems-
porancous with the present redaction of the Great Epie, these discrepancies will be without
much cogency in matters relating to the constitution of the text. The valuc of a manu-
script, version or printed text of the Mahibharata must not be thought to depend
exclusively or even mainly upon its agreement with or diserepancy from the numerical data
of the Parvasamgraha. It must in final analysis be regarded as depending upon the place
it occupies in a logieal and convincing scheme formulated to explain the evolution of the
different extant versions and types of Mahiabharata manuseripts.

It should further be carefully borne in mind that even if there be exact agreement
as to cextent between the Parvasamgmhﬁ and any constituted text, this fact alone is no
guarantee of the absolute correctness of the entire text, line for line, because the same
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number of stanzas could be made up in innumerable different ways by aceepting and
rejecting stanzas of doubtful authenticity and uncertain documentation, of which thero is
always a plentiful supply in every parvan. The difficulty will finally not be solved even
if we happen to light upon a unique manuseript which agrees with the Parvasarhgraha
exactly as to the number of stanzas in any particular parvan and wo should adopt its text
verbatim; becauso therc is every probability that while it satisfies the one eriterion of
extent given by the Parvasarhgraha, it may not satisfy, in cvery respeet, other and
more exacting critical tests, when compared line by line and word by word with other
extant manuscripts.

In the above discussion I have implicitly assumed, as is done by most writers on
the subject, that the word slvka in the Parvasarhgraha chapter has the usual meaning
“stanza”. This interpretation was called into question by the late Mahamahopadhyaya
Haraprasad Sastri, who offered a new interpretation, which I cannot but think is far more
plausible, although I do not agree with all the conclusions he deduces therefrom,

The really valuable discovery of tho Mahamahopadhyaya, in my opinion, is that
the word $loka cannot mean here stanza or verse or anything of the kind, but must denote
(as in the parlance of seribes and vendors of manuseripts) @ wnit of measurement of
written matter, comprising 32 syllables or aksaras.! The difficulty of computing prose
passages and the long-metre stanzas mentioned above finds a satisfactory solution at onco
in this interpretation of the word “$loka”.  And that is morcover the only interpretation
of the word which, as far as T can see, can successfully solve that difticulty, in view of the
circumstance that the text is heterogencous, consisting of §lokas, proso, and long-metro
stanzas. But in this supposition we shall have to count, not only the actual toxt
(consisting of prosc and verse), but the whole of the written mattor. And that
enumeration, whether it be 7884, 8884, 9884 or 9984, will include not only the text
properly so called but also the colophons and the hundreds of the prose formulaic
references (like #iama sara), besides perhaps the captions of adhyiyas, sub-parvans and
parvans, and even the numerical figures denoting the numbers of glokas, and so on.

The number of adhyiyas in our edition (225) does not tally with the nwinber given
in the Parvasarngraha (218 ), any more than in any of the previous cditions: the Calcutta
edition of the Adi has 234 adhydyas, the Bombay editions vary betwecen 234 and 236, while
the Kumbhakonam edition reaches the astonishing figure 260, though the Parvasamgraha
figure in the case of cach of thesc latter editions is the same, 227.

It may be pointed out that the adhyiya division in our extant manuseripts is
extremely arbitrary. The average length of our adhyiyas should be about 35 stanzas;
but adhy. 12 and 22 of our cdition contain only 5 stanzas cach, while adhy. 57 (to mention
only one instance) has over 100 stanzas. As regards the contents of the adhyiyas
also there is much inconsistency. Thus we frequently find that ono adhyiya ends with
the remark that a certain person spoke as follows, and his speech, which may l‘)e quite
short, forms the beginning of the following adhyaya. Then again the manuscripts are
far from being unanimous in the matter of marking the colophons; they show in fact wild

1 Cf. Haraprasada Shastri, 4 Descriptive Cata- Asiatic Socicty of Bengal, Vol 5, Preface, pp. xxxii,

logue of Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Collection of the xxxV, Xxxvii, XLIL,
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fluctuations. Even the reading of the Parvasamgraha figure is not entirely free from
doubt (c. g. our Sarada codex gives the number of the adhyayas as 230!), though the
reading 218 seems highly probable.

Under these circumstances, nothing would be easier than to manipulate the colophons,
by arbitrarily combining the contlicting data of the different recensions or versions or even
manuscripts and arriving at any required figure. This has actually been done by Professor
P. P. S, Sastri iu his edition of the Southiern Recension, which thereby achieves the dubious
distinction of being the only edition of the Adiparvan in which the adhyiya number
agrees exactly with the Parvasarhigraha figure but the colophons are mostly at the wrong
places. This procedurs is the less excusable in his case as he is at great pains to create
the impression that he is just reproducing the text of one selected manuseript, correcting
only “seriptorial” blunders.  Now his basic manuseript (&1 = our Ge) divides the Adi into
two separate mojor parvans, Adiparvan and Satabhavaparvan, with 40 and 200 numbered
adhydyas respectively, which maukes a total of 240 adhyidyas, and which is nearer the
Kumbhakonam figure (260) than the Parvasamgraha figure (218) While correcting
“geriptorial blunders”, Professor Sastri has, so to say, spmtcd away 22 colophons bbforg
OUr VCIYy Cyes,

A more cavctul study of the manuscript evidence may tend to reduce the dis-
crepancy between the counstituted text and the data of the Parvasamhgraha as regards the
number of the adhyiyas, or at any rate may enable us to account for the difterence,
though at present it secwms impossible to harmonize the manuseript evidence (consisting of
the actual colophons) with the Parvasarhgraha.

INTERPOLATION

There has been an extraordinary reluctance among scholars to face the fact that
the Mahdbhirata manuseripts may contain and do contain quantities of spurious matter.
But there is now no excuse for such recalcitrance.  The eritical apparatus of this edition
contains a unique record of hundreds of lines which are evidently and unquestionably
spurious.  Here i~ wlist of passages from our Appendix, cach found in one manuseript
only: App. I, No. 2 (in Ko marg.: containing 4 lines); No. 4 (Ks: 14 lines); No. 5 (Bs:
23 lines); No. 7 (Gi: 4 lines); No. 16 (Ka: 9 lines); No. 25 (Ds: 4 lines); No. 26 ( Bs:
6 lines); No. 31 (Ku: 27 lines); No. 34 (1\& 6 lines); No. 44 (Da: 21 lines); No. 49-50
(Dair: 21 lines); No. 66 (Ds: 47 lines); No. 70 (Gi: 8 lines); No. 74 (Bi: 9 lines);
No. 94 (Da: 81 lines); No. 98 (Ds: 50 lines); cte., ete. These are passages from the
Appendix alone, to which many of them have been relegated on account of either their
length or their irrclevancy ; but the foot-notes contain hundreds, nay thousands, of lines of
preciscly the same chavacter.  Then there are also lines which are found in only two or
threo manuseripts, of which I have counted some 300 instances. A number of new
additions have been now given by Professor Sastri, who has examined other Telugu and
Grantha manuscripts for his edition of the Adi in the Southern recension. And I
am fully persuaded that if we examine yet other manuscripts, we shall still find fresh
passuges which had never been seen or heard of before. No sane person would maintain
that these are all original passages lost in all manuscripts except the few late and inferior
manuscripts in which they happen to occur.
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It is not always easy, as has already been remarked, to prove that these
“additional” passages are intcrpolations. The epic metre is easy to imitate; the epic
grammar is flexible; the epic style is nondescript. The additional lines are generally
fashioned with skill, and fitted in with cunning. The following interpolated stanzas, by a
poet aspiring after higher things, in fancy metre and classical style arc rather exceptional :

1859* W 3gT= |
T g Aty g @
| TgmAty gar s amae |
AW TYETT FARAFTART
monfu® agiY acRaEEEYS YA |
& g a3y 7 g% @fE dgaam
AT FEQAT 2 ragentaena: |
T FoTtar: STo WYL HrEoransy qvoff
T IWF THAF AR TATETRFH I

An intcresting instance of a passage which is betrayed by its contents is an
extravaganza in some Grantha manuscripts.  This bizarre interpolation’ describes among
other things, with circumstantial detail, the marriage of Parisara and Satyavati (alias
Matsyagandha). At this ceremony, the shades of the ancestors of both the bride and the
bridegroom are invoked, all the details of a regular Hindu murital rite are minutely
observed, and the marriage is solemnized in the prescnce of Vasistha, Yajiiavalkya and
other greut Rsis living in the Nanhmisa forest, with the distribution of baksheesh to
Bralimins. It is an interesting speculation whether ercdulity can go so far as to regard
even such passages as an authentic purt of the original Mahabharata or Bhirata of Vyisa,
Just because the passage is found in some Mahabhdrata manuseripts.

The foot-notes contuin a rave selection of passages that ave either palpably alsurd,
sometimes contradicting the immediate context, or else have little connection with the
context in which they lie embedded : quotations, glosses, fanciful additions of dctails, the
jetsam and flotsam of Mahabharata poesie.

These bewildering fluctuations in the text are quite unique, being peculiar to the
Mahabhirata. They are not found in the manuscripts of the Vedic literature or in thosc
ot grammatical, philosophical, or rhetorical texts or of the works of the classical pocets
and dramatists.  This only proves that the Mahabharata was peculiarly liable to inflation
and elaboration. ,

When I say that the Mahabharata manaseripts contain quantities of spurious
additions, I intend no disparagement or condemnation of the text or of the manuseripts.
The process is normal, inevitable and in a wider sense wholly right. Jf the epic is to
continue to be a vital force in the life of any progressive people, ¢ must be a slow-changing
book! The fact of expurgation and elaboration is only an outward indication of its being
a book of inspiration and guidance in life, and not mercly a book lying unused and
forgotten on a dusty book-shelf. Those are probably just the touches that have saved the
Mahabharata from the fate of being consigned to the limbo of oblivion, which has befallen
its sister epics like the Gilgamesh.

1 App. I, Nos. 35-36.
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To give only one illustration. The awkwardness of the sexual relations of some of
those epic characters of bygone ages must have been indeed a puzzle and a source of
constant tribulation to the reciter of the epics (Paurinika), who was called upon to
narrate, explain and justify those old-world stories to his devout and impressionable
audiences, in the courss of his recitations, which were, in the post-epic period, nothing
more than edifying popular sermons. It is then no wonder that the shrewd ones among
these pastors of the people, these professional keepers of their morals, should have
ocensionally taken the bull by the horn, so to say, and boldly added or substituted, bona
Side, details which harmonized better with their own conceptions of right and wrong or
with thosc of their pious flock.

A PROBLEM IN “TEXTUATL DYNAMICS”

After what has been said above, it is needless to add that the constituted text is
baged on all versions of both recensions aud prepared on celectie prineiples. I have given
in the text whatever in cach case appeared to be supported by the balance of probabilities,
but all important deviations in the manuseripts are noted in the critical apparatus, so that
every reader has, at his disposal, the entire material for controlling and correcting the
constituted text, where necessary,  All important elements of the text—Ilines, phrases,
significant words and even word-parts—that ave less than certain, are indicated by a
wary live printed below them, Slight differences in the spellings of words, of proper names
(41,: afag - AR ) and some minor details (such as the expletives or the prose formulae
ga a7, WREArT, g1 cle. ) are ignored for this purpose.  This deviee is, by nature, hard to
apply strictly, and there are bound to he many inconsistencies in its application, 1 have
retained 1t all the same with the express object of obviating all false sense of sccurity.
This wavy line, running through the entire length of the text is, to my mind, the symbol
and constant remembrancer of this essential fact in Mahabharata textual eriticism that the
Mahiabhirata is not and never was a fixed rigid text, but is fluctuating epic tradition, a
theme avee variations, not unlike o popular Indian melody. Our objective should
consequently not be to arrive at an avchetype (which practically never existed ), but to
represent, view and oxplain the epic tradition in all its variety, in all its fullness, in all its
ramifications.  Owrs s o problem in textual dynamics, rather than in textucl statics.

To put it in other words, the Mah@bhiarata is the whole of the epie tradition: the
entire Critical Apparatus.  Its separation into the constituted text and the critical notes
is only a static representation of a constantly changing epic text—a representation made
for the purpose of visualizing, studying and analyzing the panorama of the more grand
and less grand thought-movements that have crystallized in the shape of the texts handed
down to us in our Mahabharata manuseripts.

WHAT IS THE CONSTITUTED TEXT !

To prevent misconception in the mind of the casual reader, it is best to state at
fivst what the constituted text is not.! The editor is firmly convinced that the text

! Thus Professor Sastri (Southern Recension, edition: ‘“Whilst the Pona edition lay: claim to

Yol. I, Introduction, p. xiii) writes about this | constitute the text of the Mahabharata as clossly as



PROLEQOMENA ciu

presented in this edition is not anything like the autograph copy of the work of its
mythical author, Muliarsi Vyasa. It is nof, in any sense, a reconstruction of the
Ur-Mahabharata or of the Ur-Bhirata, that ideal but impossible desideratum. It is also
not an exact replica of the poem recited by Vaismiapiayana before Janamejaya, It is
further wholly uncertain how close it approaches the text of the poem said to be recited
by the Sita (or Sauti) before Saunaka and the other dwellers of the Nuimisa forest,

It is but a modest attempt to present @ versivn of the epic as old ws the extoot
manuscript malterial will permit us to reach with some semblance of confidence. [t iy, in
all probability, not the best text of the Great Epie, possible or existing, nor necessarily
even a good one. It only claims to be the most wecicnt vie according to the direet live of
transmissioi, purer than the others in so far as it is free from the obvious errors of
copying and spurious additions. It may be regarded, if the editor has done his work
properly, the ancestor of all extant manuscripts, or, to be precise, of the manuseripts
examined and collated for this edition.  The constituted text cannot be accurately dated,
nor labelled as pertaining to any particular place or personality. Since our manuseripts
are comparatively modern, our text cannot claim to be very old. It goes without suying
that (preciscly like every other edition) it is a mosaic of old and new matter. That is
to say, in an average adhyiya of this edition (as of any other edition) wo may read a
stanza of the second century B.C. followed by one written in the second century A. D,
Sometimes the gap will occur in the middle of a line, precisely as in every other edition.
This unevenness and these inequalities are incvitable, conditioned as they are by the very
nature of the text and the tradition.

The Vulgate text of the Mahabhiarata is fairly readable and will appear in places,
at first sight, to be ecven “better” than the eritical text, because the former has been purged
by the continuous cmendations of scholars for centuries. A whole army of anonymous
scholars and poets must have worked at the text to make it smooth and eusy of
comprehension, and to increase its popularity and uscfulness by adding to it intercsting
anecdotes, incorporating into it current and popular versions and ¢xplanations, bringing it
1n a line with the ethical, moral, religious and political ideas of essentially different ages.

The reader will find that the constituted text is by no means smooth. It econtains
fresh instances of loose and archaic linguistic forms and constructions, anacoluthons and
lack of syntactical concord. There remain many contradictions and superluitics. There
is evident lack of finish in the hidden parts. These blemishes—if they be blemishes in
epic poetry, which is dynamic pocetry, with no nccessary pretensions to niccties of style, in
the narrower sense of the term—must have been inherent in the old poem.  Where they are
met with in the critical text, they are not speculative fiction; they are documented by the
manuscripts themselves or at least are inferable from them with a high degree of probability.

possible to Vyasa's version of the same, the principle de renonger, par pitié pour nous, 4 la part méme du
underlying this edition” eto. LEven Professor Sylvain travail qui lui tient le plus & cowur et qui apporte
Lévi, in a review of this edition (/4. Oct.-Dec. 1329, 4 son esprit le plus de satisfaction, la reconstruction
p. 347) wrote: *8i j'osais me permettre une sug- de ‘“U'Ur-Mahabharata” comme il se plait & dire”,

gestion dans ce domaine, je conseillerais & I'éditeur eto. (Italics mine!) Both statements are false!
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For the shortcomings mentioned above, the constituted text has merits also. It
cleanses the text of puerile modern accretions and obvious errors of repetition, which
lengthen and weaken the text. It solves a certain number of textual riddles (bogus
kGtas), which were the outcome of long standing corruptions and unskilful conflation. It
rescues from undeserved oblivion many an authentic archaism, which had been gradually
ousted in the course of transmission of the text.

Sooner than print up the text of one manuscript, however reliable it may be,
declining to shoulder the responsibilities attaching to the work of an editor, I have ventured
on the perilous path of text reconstruction, in the hope and belief that it will present
a more faithful picture of the original than any extant manuscript could do. That to
prepare such a text is a phenomenally difficult task, no one can realize better than the
cditor himself. It is as certain as incvitable that in preparing a text like this the editor
will frequently make blunders, even gross blunders.

It is to be feared that therc is no royal road in this incomparably difficult field.
The only path left open to us by which we may return to the original Mahiabharata or
Bhiarata is the rough, narrow, scientific foot-path of repeated trial and error. More
than one attempt will probably have to be made before the ideal is attained. It will,
therefore, be prudent not to claim too much for the first critical edition, nor to expect too
much from it.

OTHER EDITIONS

Of the old editions it must be said that they are creditable performances, but they
lack the critical apparatus. We do not know on what manuscripts they are based,
according to what principles the editors have prepared the text, information essential on
account, of the wild fluctuations of the manuseripts, That is why they have been almost
wholly ignored in the present edition.

The editio privceps ((alcutta 1836) remains the best cdition of the Vulgate, after
the lapse of nearly a century. The later text editions, as i1s unfortunately too often the
case with our cditions, add to the editio princeps only a fresh crop of spurious lines
and misprints.

_ The well=known pothi-form Bombay editions (published by (Granpat Krishnaji
in Suka 1799, and Gopal Narayan in 1913, and others), which include Nilakantha’s
scholium, are supposed to represent Nilakantha’s text; but they contain many readings
and lines which are not to be found in the Nilakantha manuseripts, and are therefore not
wholly reliable,

The Kumbhakonam edition, which is said to be “mainly based on the South Indian
texts”, is a fine representative of the composite Telugu version; it has been of immense
help to me in the study of what may be called “conflate” readings. In former years
its chicf value lay in that it gave the reader glimpses, however imperfect and confused, of
the important Southern recension. It is now rendered obsolete and superfluous by
P. P.S. Sastri’s new edition of the Mahabharata, which will presently be described, and
which is unquestionably a better representaive of the Southern tradition,
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The Grantha edition (Sarfojirajapuram 1896) and the old Telugu edition ( Madras
1855) were not examined: they are not likely to contain anything of high importance
that is not found in the other editions or manuscripts collated for this edition.

The editions accompanied by vernacular translations, which form a very numerous
class, are mostly bad reprints of one or the other of the earlier (printed ) editions and may
be completely ignored here; they are perfectly useless for critical purposes.

The new edition® of the Southern recension of the Mahabhirata by Professor
P. P. Subrahmanya Sastri of Madras, now in the course of publication, which has been
referred to several times already, is a laudable attempt to supply a long-felt want. He
deserves the cordial thanks of all lovers of Sanskrit literature in general and of the Great
Epic in particular, for his courageously undertaking such a stupendous and exacting task
and pursuing it steadfastly, single-handed, during the scanty leisure permitted by his
official duties as Professor of Sanskrit in the Presidency College of Madras, and Editor of
the Descriptive Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscripts in the extensive library of the
Saraswathi Mahal at Tanjore. The edition is in no sensc rendered superfluous by the
Critical Edition, although most of the information it contains is or will be included, in some
shape or other, in the present edition. The gulf between the Northern and the Southern
recensions is so vast, that it is extremecly difficult, if not practically impossible, to recon-
struct the Southern text, completely and correctly, from the critical notes of this edition.

The principles on which the text of this edition of the Southern recension of the
Mahabharata is prepared have been sot forth and briefly discussed above. The cditor, it
was pointed out, fondly cherishes the unfounded belicf that he is printing a Grantha
manuscript as i 13, but consciously and unconsciously he has introduced so many
important innovations, that the text, as a whole, must be pronounced to be eclectic; as
eclectic as any text—at lcast as far as the Adiparvan is concerncd—published so far.
For far less important deviations from the manuscripts have I condemned, above, the
editions of the Vulgate. Judged as an eclectic edition, it must be pronounced to be
inferior. The principle Sastri has laid down is a simple one to follow; in fact nothing
could be simpler: he is to print the text of a selected manuscript as it s, only correcting
clerical errors. And it is to be greatly regretted that he does not follow rigorously this
principle. He constantly flouts it, in pursuit of some imaginary norm. Clear as his
principle is, his actual procedure is somewhat paradoxical. He has left innumerable minor
“inferior” readings in possession of the text { when he could have with perfect confidence,
if not certainty, put into his text the correct readings), because he ostensibly wants to
present the text as it is in one selected manuscript; on the other hand, he has light--
heartedly, on utterly insufficient grounds, effected very substantial additions (in one
instance extending to 140 lines), omissions and other unwarranted alterations (such as
transpositions of adhyayas), in the utterly mistaken (though unquestionably bona fide)
belief that he is correcting only the “scriptorial blunders” of his exemplar, when they are
in reality (as is shown by the evidence of cognate versions) nothing of the kind.

1 The Mahabharata, Southern Recension, oriti- Professor of Sanskrit, Presidenoy College, Madras,
oally edited by P. P, 8. Bastri, B. A. (Oxon.), M. A, etc. V. Ramaswami Sastrulu & Sons, Madras, 1931 ff,
14
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The subtitle “Southern Recension” is perhaps a trifle ambitious, at least as far as
the Adi is concerned; because, firstly, he has utilized only six Southern manuscripts
(1 Telugu and 5 Grantha), even less than the number (18) of the Southern manuseripts
oollated for our edition; and, secondly, he has completely ignored one whole Southern
version, the important Malayilam version, in my opinion, the most important of
Southern versions.

Further, it may be questioned whether the edition deserves to be called a critical

edition at all, since, as wus pointed out above, the editor is avowedly aiming only at

reproducing the text of one manuscript, categorically renouncing the obligation of the
toxtual critic to restore the text, as far as possible, to its original form.

The inolusion in Sustri’s text of a certain number of stray lines and cven a few
lengthy passages which are peculiar to the Northern recension and absolutely foreign to
the Southern,’ throws much light on the unconscious process of the growth of the epic
and the irresistible influence which the Vulgate exerts on a text that is coming into being,
in other words, on that subtlo process of textual osmosis (if I may term it so) by which
the epic texts have become couflated.  Sastri’s explanations in his Introduction as well as
his procedurc elucidate much of the psychology of the ancient seribes and redactors, who
have in the past shaped our Mahiabharata texts for us. Unconsciously he seems to have
worked on the identicul principles on which the ancient scribes have worked. His edition
13 a true lineal descendant of the Mahabharata manuscripts of South India.

In preparing Appendix I of this edition (in which there is a strong preponderance
of the Southern element ), I had to go rather carefully over Sastri’s text of the Adi, when
I came across far too many inaccuracies in the passages for which I checked his text and
critical notes with the collations of the manuseripts common to our critical apparatus.
The critical notes of the edition leave much to be desired. Ide has mostly shown correctly
the additional passages in the manuscripts examined by him; but he fails, as a rule, to
note the transpositions, omissions, and above all repetitions, which often are, oritically,
highly significant, probably again in the ecrroncous belief that they are negligible
“seriptorial blunders”.  Some of them are undoubtedly so, but not all. Likewise he has
not always shown correctly the additions and omissions of the colophons, and yet he is
cvidently most anxious to reach the number 218, given by the Parvasamgraha. All
deviations, however trivial they may scem to him, he should have scrupulously noted, as
a matter of prineciple, because he must realize that with his utterly negligible critical
apparatus—comprising only five or six maruscripts out of a total of more than three

hundred manuscripts of the Adi—it is wholly impossible for him to understand and
explain the full significance of all the textual features and anomalies of the manuseripts.
cxamined by him. I will not take him to task for the numerous wrong readings which have
inadvertently crept into his text, because 1 know, from personal experience, that it would
be a physical impossibility to combine any high degree of accuracy with the pace at which
he is compclled to bring out the volumes. But it is inevitable that the discovery ot such
inaccuracies should give rise to a sense of insecurity and suspicion in the mind of the
reader in respeet of those matters that he has to take from the editor on trust.

1 See above, p. Lxxxv, and foot-note 4.
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The minor deficiencies pointed out here do not, howover, detract matorially from
the many merits of the work, from the incalculable advantage wo derive from having &
Southern version of an entire parvan in Devanigari transeript, printed in handy
volumes, because the Southern manuseripts arc really most inconvenient for the purposes
of rapid consultation. I should be indeed very ungrateful if T did not frankly admit that
Professor Sastri’s edition has been of immense help to me, personally, for the study of the
Southern recension, and I have no doubt that it will also help other workers in the
field in future.

There remains for me the pleasant duty of recording all the cncouragement and
assistance I and my colleagues on the Mahiabharata Editorial Board have received from
different quarters in the coursc of our labours in this connection.

To Shrimant Balasaheb Pant Pratinidhi, B. A., Ruler of Aundh, whose libcrality
made it in the first instance possible for the Institute to undertake this ambitious project—
the greatest philological enterprise undertaken in India within living memory—1I have to
tender on behalf of myself and other people like myself interested in the study and
regeneration of our great National Epic, our most sincere and cordial thanks. For the
numerous marks of personal kindness with which the Chief Saheb has favoured me, in this
connection, on all occasions, I have to offer him the cxpression of iy profound gratitude.
His unflagging zeal and irrepressible optimism have helped me to carry on the work
in the face of heavy odds. The Chief Saheb has been pleased to enliven the dry
and scientific character of the work by contributing to this edition excellent paintings of
scenes selected from the Great Epic, paintings especially prepared under his expert
guidance and supervision, for the purposes of this edition.

I have next to record the gratitude of the promoters of this scheme to various
distinguished donors: the Imperial Government of India; the Provincial Governments of
Bombay, Madras and Burma; the Governments of H. E. H. the Nizam of Hyderabad,
H. H. the Maharaja of Mysore, H. H. the Gaekwad of Baroda; the Chiof of Ph&lta‘n and
other enlightened and patriotic Rulers and Chiefs of Indian States; the University .of
Bombay ; and diverse other generous donors: who have all rendered valuable ﬁpanmal
assistance to the scheme and contributed their share to that measure of success ?Vhlch has
already been achieved. In this connection I must not forget to mention the kind offices
of my old friend the Honourable Mr. Mukundarao R. Jayakar, M. A, Bnr-at—l‘aw,
Member of the Legislative Assembly, whose selfless interest in the success .of this project
has moved him to exert his influence for enlisting the sympathy and securing the help of
some of the distinguished donors mentioned above. .

I must next record my grateful thanks for help of various kinds I have received
from my colleagues on the Mahabharata Editorial Board, namely : Prof. 8. K. Belvalkar,
M. A., Ph. D, 1. E. S.; Prof. A. B. Gajendragadkar, M. A., B. E. S.; Mr. P V. Kane,
M. A., LL. M; Principal R. D. Karmarkar, M. A.; Prof. V. G. Paranjpe, M. A,
LL. B., D. Litt.; Prof. V. K. Rajavade, M. A.; the late Mr. N. B. Utgikar, M. A.;
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Prof. P. L. Vaidya, M. A, D. Litt.; Mr. V. P. Vaidya, J. P, B. A., Bar-at-law;
Prof. M. Winternitz, Ph. D.; and the late Rev. Father R. Zimmermann, S. J., Ph. D.
No Board of which I have been a member has worked, ever since its inception, more
smoothly and harmoniously.

But I desire to make a special mention of my indebtedness to Mr. V. P. Vaidya,
Bar-at-law, of Bombay, and the late Rev. Father R. Zimmermann, S. J., whose advice
and ready help accompanied my labours from the time I first undertook the responsibilities
of the work. The interst of my late lamented fellow-student and friend Father Zimmer-
mann in this project did not flag even as he lay, in 1931, in a Nursing Home at
Feldkirch, waiting prepared to meet his Maker! Nothing encouraged me more in the
oarly stages of this arduous and fascinating work than the active and unwavering interest
with which these two friends followed it.

Nepal and Kashmir in the North and Tanjore and Travancore in the South are
known to contain vast treasures of unpublished and valuable Sanskrit manuscripts; and
the course of Indological studics of the last two or three decades may be said to have been
dominated by discoveries of outstanding importance made during that period in the three last
mentioned centres,  On the other hand, in regard to the large and well-stocked public and
private libraries which are known to have been in existence in the country, Nepal decidedly
appears not to have contributed its quota to the stock of fresh material which is now
required for unravelling further the tangled skein of the history of Indian literature.
Satis Chandra Vidyabhushana and Haraprasad Sastri among Indians, and Sylvain Lévi
and Giuseppe Tucei among Kuropeans have undoubtedly done valuable pioneering work,
but in view of thc immense possibilities, what has been achieved thus far must be said to
be tantalizingly little.

Under these circumstances, we cannot be sufficiently grateful to Rajaguru Hemaraj
Pandit, C. L. E., Dircctor of Public Instruction, Nepal, through whose good offices the
doors of the rich store-house of the Nepili material were thrown open to us—material
which is all but inaccessible to Indologists—and we have been placed in a position to
publish, for the first tune in the history of Mahabharate studies, collations of valuable
Nepalt manuscripts. This supremely unselfish and profoundly learned patron of Sanskrit
studies has really done more than merely supplying to the Institute, free of cost, collations
of Nepili manuscripts available to him in local libraries. Realizing that there were
valuable manuscripts to be had outside Kathmandu, the headquarters of the Rajaguru, he
caused a search to be made, at his own expense, throughout that distant outpost of Hindu
culture and civilization, for old Mahabhirata manuscripts, and the find of the valuable MS.
Ns, the oldest of the dated manuscripts of our critical apparatus, is the unexpected and
welcome fruit of the Rajaguru’s exertions in the cause of Mahibharata research. Only
those who know the difficulties in the way of obtaining any manuscript from Nepal will be
in a position to appreciate fully the debt which the editor and the other members of the
Mahabhirata Editorial Board, and beyond that the whole world of Indologists, owe to the
Rajaguru, Sanskritists have much to hope for from the dispassionate efforts of this truly
patriotic and cultured Rajaguru, who loses no opportunity of placing his immense

learning and unbounded resources freely at the disposal of all serious workers in the field
of Sanskrit research.
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In connection with oth?r hell_) thflt has been received from extra-mural collaborators,
I must put on recorfl our special obligation to Pandit Vidhushekhara Sastri Bhattacharya
of the Visvabharati, and to M. R. Ry. Rao Saheb T. Sambamurthi Rao Avl, B, A.,
B. L., of the Sar&swathx Mahal, Tanjore. These gentlemen have been good enough to
supply the Institute, for many years past, with carefully prepared collations of manuscripts
which are in their .cl.xarge or which were kindly procured by them, on loan, for the purpose,
u.nselﬁshly supervising the work of their collation centre, at great sacrifice of their
time apd lal?our. '.Fo Profe§sor K. Rama Pisharoti, then Principal of the Sanskrit College
at Trippunittura in Cochin State, I am indebted for the collations of Malayilam
manuseripts for the first two adhyayas of this parvan.

_MY. special thanks are due to the Managing Committces and Trustees of the
following libraries and institutions for supplying me with the manuscripts required by me
and allowing me to retain them as long as necessary: the Adyar Library, the Baroda
Oriental Institute, Benares Sanskrit College, Mysore Oriental Library, Shri Yadugiri
Yatiraj) Math (Melkote, Mysorc) and the India Office (London). The latter deserves
special mention as the only European library I know, which sends out freely its Indian
manuscripts, on loan, back to India, for the use of Indian scholars. A few manuscripts
were sent to me by my kind friends Professor Sushil Kumar De, Head of the Department
of Sanskrit and Bengali, Dacca University, and Professor Bhagavaddatta of the
Dayananda Anglo-Vedic College, Lahore, to whom I wish to thank for this kind help.
I am obliged also to Sardar Kibe of Indore for the loan of a Nilakantha manuscript. The
Chief of Idappalli, Mr. Anujan Achan, Mr. Kallenkara Pisharam, all of Cochin, as also
the Proprietors of -the following estates in Cochin, Poomulli Mana, Avapapparambu
Mana, Nareri Mana, have put me under heavy obligation by sending me freely Malayalam
manuscripts in their possession, for collation, at a time when it was rather difficult for me
to secure any Malayilam manuscripts at all.

I desire further to express my gratefulness to various scholars who have followed
the publication of the fascicules of this volume with keen interest, periodically publishing
reviews of them in the Journals of different learned Societies, reviews expressive of their
interest and appreciation: to wit, Professors Banerji Sastri, Barnett, Belloni-Filippi,
Charpentier, S. K. De, Edgerton, R. Fick, Jayaswal, K onow, Krishnaswami Aiyangar,
Lesny, Kalidas Nag, Weller, Winternitz and others. These kind reviewers have adopted
uniformly a most courteous and sympathetic tone in their reviews. Their sympathy and
courtesy have always reminded me of those cMissic lines of Bhartrhari:

9T nq T dEd e
el fwaea: affa o= g

I must next record my thanks for the ungrudging assistance I have uniformly
received from the members of the permanent staff of the Mahabharata Department of the
Institute. Mr. S. N. Tadpatrikar, M. A., Supervisor of Collations, was always by wy
side, helping me with useful suggestions, when I con§tituted t!u? text of the Adi.
Mr. Tadpatrikar has been associated with the work, in various capacities, since 1919. He
had assisted my predecessor, the late Mr. Utgikar, in preparmg.t.he Tentative .E?dmon of
the Virataparvan and seeing it through the press. The compiling of the' critical notes
( printed at the foot of the page) was entrusted by me to Messrs, B, G. Bhide and D. V.



ox PROLRGOMENA

Naravane. For the conscientious manner in which these two gentlemen have discharged
their duty, I fecl greatly obliged, since it is a most tedious and trying piece of work to
collect the variant readings from the different collation sheets, and to arrange, in a
prescribed form, according to stringent rules of sequence and enunciation, that ponderous
mass of variants which is and will remain the unique feature and abiding achievement of
this edition. The Sarada codex was collated by the Head Shastri of the Mahabharata
Department, Shankar Shastri Bhilavadikar. The comparative paucity of printing mistakes
in this volume is largely due to the vigilence and conscientiousness of the Collator
and Reader, K. V. Krishnamurti Sharma, Sastri, of Erode (South India). These
and other members of my staff have uniformly worked with exemplary zeal and untiring
patience, to make a success of this edition, and I gladly take the opportunity of putting
on record their loyal help and willing co—-operation.

It is but right that I should also mention here that the Manager and the expert
compositors of the renowned Niranaya Sagar Press have rendered ungrudgingly every
assistance in carrying out the typographical arrangements which appeared to me best
suited for the purposes of the work, meeting requirements that would have tried the
patience and exhausted the resources of any other press in India.

Iiast but not least, I must express my profound gratitude to my revered Guru
Geheimer Regierungsrat Professor Dr. Heinrich ILiiders of the University of Berlin.
What little merit there may be in the present work is due wholly to that excellent though
somewhat rigorous and exacting training in philological methods which I had the henefit
of receiving at his hands in the Indogermanisthes Seminar, as a student in the University
of Berlin. It is my firm conviction that there is no living scholar who has a deeper insight
into the history of the Indian ¢pic and the complicacies of its tradition than Geheimrat
Liders. It was, therefore, an unlucky day in the annals of Mahabharata studies when, for
lack of sympathetic co-operation and adequate financial support, he must have been
compelled to abandon his cpic studies, and our Great Epic lost the benefit of redaction at
the hands of one of the greatest living philologists. 1is early Mahabhirata studies, Ueber
die Grantharecension, Die Sage von Rgyadriga and the Druckprobe have been to me like
beacon lights in the perilous navigation of the Mahabharata Ocean. May this work be to
him a small recompense for the great trouble he has taken to initiate me in the mysteries
of textual criticism!

August, 1983, V. S. SUKTHANKAR



A NOTE ON THE ILLUSTRATIONS IN THE FIRST VOLUME
OF THE CRITICAL EDITION OF
THE MAHABHARATA

The question as to how to draw the pictures for this edition was informally
discussed, to a certain extent, at the time of the First Oriental Conference held at Poona
in November 1919. Even before this meeting was held, the question was referred for
opinion to scholars and experts in the matter. But on either occasion the outcome was
not assuring. The effort only served to emphasize how widely divergent views and notions
were entertained on the point at issue.

The question is further complicated by the fact that no caves or statues or carvings,
belonging to the Epic period, are available, nor is there any literary evidence which may
unimpeachably be assigned to the Epic period. Some of these questions arc: What
sort of dress should Draupadi be shown in? What would be the proper dress for Arjuna?
In what manner did he wear his crown and armour? What was the style in which carts
and chariots were built then? How were the houses built? How should the royal
umbrella and other insignia be shown? Should these and others items of their lifs be
drawn from mere descriptions or occular evidence such as some of our modern artists do, or
should they be based on some real evidenco?

Foreign invasions and foreign dominance, for centurics together, have not been
able to undermine, to any appreciable extent, our conscrvatism. Howsoever some of our
officials and intclligentzia might be dressing themselves on social ceremonious occasions
from the tenth century—the advent of Mahomedan rule—onward, it can scarcely be
gainsaid that we in our homes, and more especially on religious occasions, wear only two
picces of cloth. This onset of new fashions has been resisted by women gencrally, who
have stuck to their old mode of habiliments. Should not this conservatism enable us to
conclude that our social customs, manncrs and ways a9 evidenced in our costumes,
ornaments and innumerable other details, at a period when India was unaffected by
contact with foreign rule, were the samc as what must have been current for centuries
together?

We shall, therefore, not be wrong ip holding that the details of daily life as

ortrayed on Indian sculptures and statucs belonging roughly to the period 300 B. C. to
/‘1)50 B. C. in so far as they depict certain costumes, ornaments, etc., must have been those
which had prevailed from very aucicnt times—say for about a tho.usand years pl'evif)us to
their depictment—times, which we may, without much contradiction, generally designate
as the Epic or Mahabbarata period. ; .

For our present purpose, I have arrived, after prolonged and due consideration, to
the conclusion that the pictures for the Critical Edition of the Mahibharata &hogld follow
the models of the pictures to be found in the old sculptures and stipas, like those
at Bharhut, Sanchi, A maravati, etc. . ' S

The different points in this connection have been fully discussed in my artiole
published in the Annals of the Bhondarkar Institute (1921-22). T here propose to show
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how far, the lines, originally planned, have been actually followed in drawing all -the
sixteen pictures included in the present first volume of the Critical Edition.

Regarding the dress of males it was said, “Ascetics are shown as having long
beards and also curls of matted hair, as being clothed in bark garments and in skins of deer,
and also as wearing a string of beads round their neck.” This may be evidenced by the
group of Rsis in the first picture, “Sita relating the Epic to the sages of the forest™; as
also, elsewhere, in the portrait of Paradara (facing p. 250), and of Pindu as an ascetic
(facing pp. 517 and 518).

Leaving the forest cnclosures, and turning to the social life in cities, it was
remarked: “The three chief constituents of male dress scem to have been the Dhoti,
the Uttarlya, and Usnisa (head-dress). There cannot have been any special difference in
the style and contents of a king’s dress and an ordinary man’s dress.” These can be seen
side by side in the picture, facing p. 187, where king Pariksit and his terrified courtiers
are shown. It will be marked that the lower garment, the Dhoti, i3, as was noted in the
article under referenco, worn by binding ““a half of their dhoti round the loins and then by
binding a knot, allowing the other half and its skirt to hang down.” The ornaments
round the neck and the wrist can be clearly marked in Yayiti’s portrait in the picture
facing p. 860.

After having discussed, at a greater length, the questions about the attire,
ornaments, ete. of women in different positions in the society, it was said in conclusion:
“Our picture of an Epic Princess would be something like this. A lower garment with
loose flowing folds, a covering for the upper body running from below the right armpit
across the breasts and thrown on the back; the two ends of this garment let loose
downwards across the arm, the end sometimes covering the head; ... plenitude of
ornaments everywhere , . .". ;

Women in different positions and of different social status, figure in many of the
pictures in the volume. Of these, prominent are: the boat-girl (facing p. 250) Satyavati;
the divine Gangi (facing p. 427); as also the females surrounding king Yayiti (facing
p. 360). A picture presenting collection of sportive ladies of the royal family (facing
p- 840), would help to show the full details of female attire of the Epic days.

It has to be noted, in this connection, that although the art of scwing can be
traced back to Rgvedic times, I have faithfully followed the art of Sanchi, Amaravati,
etc., and covered the females with only twoe+garments in all positions of life, the idea of
bodices being considered a doubtful one. Even the boat-girl Matsyagandha has her upper
piece of cloth lying at her side, in the boat, while she is rowing with her upper body all
bare. The ornaments on the arms, ankles, neck, cars ete. have been presented as fitting
the status of the particular individual.

Of the animals, the horse appears in full saddle held up by Samtanu (facing
p. 427), as also a team of four horses yoked to a chariot drawn in the tournament picture
(facing p. 562). The chariot drawn in this picture has two wheels following the model of
those at Bharhut, Sanchi and Amaravati.

Regarding the weapons of war, the only ones hitherto painted have been the bow
and arrow, strung, as shown in the tournament picture, and unstrung as in the hands of



A NOTR ON THE ILLUSTRATIONSY CxX1x

Samtanu, and the boy Bhignea, in the picture facing p. 427. Other weapons will have to
be drawn in due course, as the story of the Epic marches towards war.

I have, in short, as proposed in the beginning, followed the sculpture at Sanchi,
Bharhut and Amaravati and from the appreciative remarks of the reviewers, for which I
am thankful, I believe, the principle has been now accepted, in the main, by all the critics,
and this clears the way for further work in the field.

I would, however, most thankfully welcome any further suggestions from erities,
who, it is hoped, would now be able to study the whole range of pictures more intensively,
‘0 all their details and to judge for themsclves, how far they are true to the spirit of
the Epic.

Aundl, June 1953. Buawanrao Panpir PraTiINIDHI,
Ruler of Aundh
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ABBREVIATIONS AND DIACRITICAL SIGN>

add. = adding.

addl, = additional,

adlhy. = adbyava(s).

App. = Appendix,

Avo Avjunaisra, ]

B. =« Bombay edition of the Mbh, (Saka
1799).

Bom, or Bomb. = Bombay (edition).

C. = Calentta cdition of the Mbh, (editio
2‘/';“(:1'/).\' )-

Cal. or Cule, - Calentta (edition ).

comm, = connnentary,

cont. = continue(s).

corr. = corrected, correetion.

Deov. = Devabodha,

cd. - edition,

fig. = tigure(s).

fol. = folin( s).

foll. = following.

fragm = fragment{ nry).

h:lpl. == ]l'ap!()gl'u])hi(t( nlly ).

illege, = illegible.

inf lin, = infra line un,

1k, lin. = inter lineas,

interp. = interpolate(s ).

introd. = introduction, introduetory.

K. = Kunibhakonan edition of the Mbh,

Kuniblh. = Kumbhakonam (edition’).

M. = Madras edition of the Mbh, (of P.
PoS Sastri begun 1931).

Mad, = Madras ( edition ).

mor e = mrginal( 1y ).

Muny. = Biaratamanjari ( Kavyamali65),

Mann = Manusmrti (ed. N, S, P.).

Mbh, = Malabliavata,

Nil. = Nilakantha.

om. = omit(s), omitting,

orig. = original( ly ).

p = pathintara (added to the abbreviation
of the name of a commentator, e. g.
Arjp, Nilp or to the symbol denoting
a commentary ).

Ram. = Ramiyana (ed. N. S. P.).

ref. = refer(ence).

resp. = respective( Iy).

sce. m. = secunda mann.

st. = stanza(s).

subst. = substitute(s).

Suparn. = Suparpidhyiya (ed. Grube).

suppl. = supplementary.

sup. lon. = supra linewm.

transp. = transpose(s), transposition.

V.= Verse.

(var.)=(with variation).

v. . = varia( ¢ ) lectio(nes).

(iu the eritical footnotes) enclose
citations from commentators.
besides their normal uses, enclose
additions to MS. readings,

besides their normal uses, eneclose
superfluous letters,  which  should
be omitted fiom MS. readings.
(=uperior star) in the text indicates
an emendation,

(in the MsS. readings) indicate
syllables lost through injury to MS.
primted below any part of the cons-
tituted text indicates that the read-
ing of 1t 18 less thau certain.
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[ ¥. B. The origizal first folio of K2 is missing;
the substituted folio, which is wrilten by o later
(and entirely different ) hand, onds with IrHTgin-
rxra(cf. 1.1.8). Ofthe socond folio, only the orig.
left-hand portion has been presorved ; the missing
part of the text has heen written on a piece of a
paper pasted on to the orig. fragment to make it
complote. Fach line on eithor sido of the folio is
thus made up of writing in two difleront hands,
distinguishod hero as original (orig. half) and
substituted (subst. half). The second folio begins
with wafsge’ (cf. 1. 1. 8) and ends with gxgy
auegn (cf. 1. 1. 33%). — The first soven folios of
Dis are missing. The MS. begins with worgmrEd
qrit (of. 1. 1. 205%) and thus practically the whole
of the first adhyaya is wanling in it. ]

Benedictory stanza.

This stanza is found only in Ko.1.3(8ec. m. on
subst. fol.).s-s Vi1 B (Ba.s missing) D (Do.1s
missing ) T1 G1(marg. ).

— Dn (except Dn1) add 3% beforoe the st. Ko-s.4
{(Fx sup. lin,) Dis.em.e.8.12.14 T1 G read sqrq
for &g in the second line.

— Ko. o ins. before the st.: siyrorsrg s1|:.  4fter
the st., Ko ins.: qu: g;wr%mm

— K ins. before the st.: 3% qay waad (G-
Farg 1 g a@: 0w

— K1 ins. before the st.: sirndvmry aw: | sitaTg-
Fargq aaazeararg aal: 0 srafrada R o mr.

— Ks ins. before the st.: flourish 3% aqy: sy
dsaweés 3 then follow : '

1* Srqfiy queg: GUad. gueg saTa: |
qRTETHER rrwaAgd frafy g

2* qRTIIRHA ATTHEHT: JOUIMEIL: |
FIFGAT AGA I fir wgagar froyp: o
3* Rarmgre sz fa gy agteraafagfagey |
arggaEinaRegd garad dxfhy aafiou
P e SEQaAES R
arrETERat ERwurde AT e |
Il ARAGZIAEE: PR J
AMARATES wRaRwavdfa a: day i
—— Ku ins. befors the st.: 3% a|T WAY TY"

.
— Ks (om. waad and the whole of the third

phrase) ins. befure the st. the namaskiras as in
Dn below; thon follow 1* and 4* (¢f. K above);
and finally another st. (not fully onllated ) con-
taining the phrase wval @ Jgx4.

— For Ko seo above.

— Vi1 (om. the first phrase) Bi.a (both adding
before the firsl phrase: <% {#: quaAY | 3% J
7 Ba partly damagod) Dains. befors the st, the
namask’ as in Dn below,

— In Bs.4 the boginning is missing.

— Da ins. s ay fragy (Do 5 qa:) byore
the st., snd tho namask® as in Dn bolow «/ter
the st.

— Dn ins. after the st.: g AT WAA mg}m‘ql
% wga | oo aa: gng e | @ a9 gor
Sy | @ an: qafanPArada,

— Dr ins. before the st.: sfrnimqry aw: | o
ava® ww: | Arqeedt aa: (D1 subst. siagrmoedy
aa: for tho first phraso and % AT AT mgm
for tho last; Dra cont.: graneg!) wbmaey); after
the st. Dr ins. 1* (which in Drs is proceded by
namask® as in Dn ahove; Dr1 ins, after the st. only

theso namask’ ),
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[ srgwofies

— D1 begins like Dri, but has sftniormg aaw: for
the first phraso and adds gfg: <% aftor the last.
= For D3 see above.

— Da ins. before the st.:  sfmovmig aw: | 3% AAT

AT FIAE.

— Ds ins, before the st. namask™ as in Drar3
abovo, adding after the last phrase: sfiqigmaiisaa
AR: | 5% AT A7 AGFA; Wi thost, it ins, 1%

— Ds ins. sfigzemarg |qu|; hofore, and 1* after
the st.

— De ins, namask® as in Dra.rs before, and 1%
after the st.

— D1 ins, before the st. namask”™ as in Drsa.rs
above, adding gwReg aitor the last plirase.

~— Ds ins. Jgsqraig aw: and 1* a/ter the st

— In Do.1s the beginning is missing.

— Dio.11 ins. sftadrgrr /| | SNAZzgEE Aqa:
before, and 1* after the st.

— Dais ins. sftggsararg aw: b¢fvre, and 1* and
4* after tho st. (cf. Ks above).

— For Dis seo above.

— Du ins. sfin@rmrr s\ | l@sHigiE@nw qG9:
before the st.; after the st. it ins. 1*, which is
followed by:

5% 7: ammygTa: FAgN AAFA 1A
TR A WY@ FE T AAAEFECOETATIT * |
*oxox o kx4l gaay at aitfaiiag
/@ agn afy argR afy faar a: Rsfyaz aaq: o
Then follows 4* and finally the namask®’ garqfy-
apenoEaRIiag oceEnfdedar an..

— Ti1 (damaged) ins. before the st.: st

aq:, which is followed hy:
6* guiirmran: gaAa: aglatayg * » * |
* ¥ T FAFAN YW AqTA arAaag 0
Then follow 13* and 12* (both fragmentary); then
191* (of. v. 1. 1. 2. 242); then 1. 2. 242 and finally:

7* s afggaai av: NAAFERg |
QAU qFd gHard aqrfata u
8* sragagar Agn fFagu e » * x|
RAFBIAR: TFGNTIEATIOFOT: |
— G1 ins. before the st.: gf: 3% si¥gsaramy
aw: | ofma THTTA AH: then follows:
9" gEraead 3 nlract sgywg |
RAAITA AR frmtgmeay 0
[

4

S (except T1 G1; for these see above), which om.
the beredictory st., begin as shown below.
— T3 begins with sftumrsgig aw: which is
followed hy 9%,
— G1 begins with the second line of 7%,
— Gs begins with 9*; then follows:
10* samsznd 349 faad whazfag)
¢ @afamat gadiaguwg 0
Then 7*; then:
11* sgrag faweng smasqy @ |
ant & agfay faga aar ax®: 0
Then follow 1, 1. 22-23; then:
12* 3aY qaig Ay a7: Feog A |
Mm@t AaIFQT qAFa ey s
Then 1. 2. 242, and 1. 1. 191°4*/; then lines 3-4 of

21* (cf. v. 1, 1. 1. 23); then 4* and finally:
13* wiyga™: {FAeRgsaq
gigdedt FognEitaa: |
qQrngFFnIIAEA: Flagea:
qrowd: 93g €9 fagurg n
— Gs begins with 9* (v. L. fug for g&); then
follow the namask® gﬁnnga a7 ! qqaﬁ qa: !

aonfagad am: | gizga@faw T\ | sqE:; then
1. 1. 20-23; thon 12%; then 1. 2. 242 and 1. 1.

191°9/; then lines 3-4 of 21* (cf. v. 1. 1. 1. 23)
and finally 4* and 13%,
— G begins with gfy; 3% dwaqw, which is
followod by 12%*,
— Gs begins with:
14* grgpanfa frose aarfa gwaafg)
waaEn g 44t aw asags fag
Then follows 9%,
— Ge hegins with g{{: 3% graneg; then follows
9*; then:
15* yai fFaaf gfafedam
19 gorgafa gHEERAa |
axfiamf sHaaidas
mAgH FFFat 7 wata qaw i
Then 1. 1. 191°%/; then:
16* gradigs a2 fg: gfagamafas !
fagt it o greafgag@Ran
Then follow 1. 1. 20-23; then 7*, 13%,4* and 12%;
then a rejetition of 1. 1. 191°*/; and finally 1. 2.
249, followed by sft. :

]



srgwrofiad ]
INEIAYT STHA: A ilicd, AT

Y R FEREEIAIE a1 2
AN RS EAdi-d R |
- eiEeel N FEREETER 1 R
TR ARTRTTRE: |
e =g Fawer afEaaatEa 2
afuar gdtmieg qamT saEis: |

~— For G1 see alove.
— Mi. 2.4 do not contain any introd. portion.
— Mas begins with:
17* qruger guiE Iy
wwliid aFeSiFARTEd 9 |
SpaaSans frgmade
a7y waARgugHagasay |

1 Ks subst. for this passage the foll. lino:
Sragiugaeg Afgogaraa. — S 4w’ (Ta Ge
$AA"). D10 “qrg (for "gx). Ko qrf-; Ki.s.8 D1
ga-; Ka.o Vi B (Biasin Ko) D (except Disa; Dis
missing ) T1 gifa:. Ds(by corr.).12 8 Nilp iz,
K1 “gog(an)farfas: (for "wa). Du swwge’
Dis ins. g mgd aaaw after “[{F. Di-1s 8
(except G1) ins. gaury (G2 »g°), while Du ins,
ax aftor g3y,

2 ®)Ki(with prefixed 3%) V1 B D (Dis missing)
gadrarg, De svqamaq; Ds “aga. — °) K (except
K1) ggdly; D1t qgiq.  Ko.s.5 Dra.ra D11 srflaa’;

K1 Ds.am sifjia’. De-s om. gfsra’. — After 2, Ds

(which om. 3%%) ins. marg. (sec. m.) 18* (cf. v.1. 3).

3 D4 om. 3%% — *) Ko°stayz wr. K1 ‘mrg;
Ks.e Vi1 B (except Bs) Da Dns Di-s Nilp °g:;
Dio-13 G4.5 “eg. Go ﬁ‘m;;;gm: qq. — %) Dioas
S Afmr”. Kus.e Vi B Da Dn Di-s.s-8 “figii.
— Ds-13 (seo below) T1 Ga.a.s ins. after 3%°:
Damar., after 2 (q. v.):

18* ggry argRsaal=g=aY qISEAY AN |
7 Farfaa: gat: st awiddigan
gy 9t fywdgn spvaway agrae: |
aW AT gear Sy |

wrigwd

& Ty 19 TATT=SA AN U 9

[LL7

Y=g qaafs atywATimta: I @
Ay AYYREY FTAT qoiay |
FMace A RRamedie |«
GEHN Ja& g RAwageesy = |
AAT=T RS RFEATRATRAT || §
$9 AWTEAY Gy & 09 Qg |

—

Dso-12 repeat 3*® after tho last line. — °) M gy
gd. Ga fant wirg sutex. — ) D "any: waraw:;
Gi.8.6 Ms. 4 °a§; qATa:.

4 *) Ko srgz (m a). Ki Gus ‘sgagar g'.
Ks.s Dr1 °gg; Ke Vi B1 Ds.s-s Nilp *grg,. Da
ATEFEEANTLIL — 4) K Ba.s Do-1s gfgRa; D
°€ﬁ§; T Gr =xfgfiysm. Bs D (except Dis; Dis
missing ) stfiygfaa: (Daim “Gfya:); Bs "gfya:.

5 %) Ko atrqayg’. — *) Du g (for qg). — %)
Ke V1 B (excopt Bs) Da Dn Ds.4.1.0.12 "R’ ; Dr1
*gqur:; Dn °gi§for:; Dis T1 Gs-¢ "grr° (Gs.0 corr,
sec. m. to “Fra’); Ta M “gra’ (M1 “graghife);
Gt “gragfn:; Ga "Fragior.

6 %) Msaamrx. — ?) C1say’. Ge “riysg:.
K4 transp. g% and sy (in %), — %) Dns Do.s Ta
Gus ifag; Gogsgs. Ks (damaged) sxsapt; Ko
qiEfady:; Da D1 Nilp Cd grgagn (Daim gwu-
79q); Drs.ri D1 gmmaaq; T1 G Ma gemgas; Go
qenqaq; Ge wmiqag, Ko.s.ss sgb. B Arj:
grao s fafy o3t e | @ g EEgara: 19

7 ) Gs ga (for @) — °) Ks gara; Ks
goa; Da B Ge & ar’; D1 gar'; G2 gan’. Gs
ﬁm.i Gs 'Wﬂ ar; Gt o&ao' — a.) Bs ‘i’aa.'(
— Kai(line 1 in marg.).s.6 V1 B D (except Dus;
Dis missing ) ins. after 7:

19* g yersafiegsiauragagaio: |
i FEAgewRst g aiasag |
afgearta freol ghat a1

[ (L. 1) B (except Bs) framga” (for qur’).
— (L. 2) Ko gaiddqw; De-s. 10 gwqfyzt ste: (for
Tew'). 1 | -
— Ks adds ga @are (of. 8) defore 19%,
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1.1.8]

| 391 |

T iq AT qGAN WA |
Ay qifd3=ze AeEniigae = 1 ¢
FOEAATHIF IO AR Fave |
Fiqaafy Afeaa SFmaa a o e
g a1 FaPEmd wgrarawtaan |
Tzl duferer da-naai T 10 Qo

ARFATAE M 97 Tty |
NATARE q T g5 AN |

qQUEATAT TENT T q9qt T AL GAR 1 22
frrgumammnedit At |

APTREA: /Y o7 aEgar R & wan 1R

8 K otagifremia (Ko =1 g for’; Ko 2mgs-
e’ ); Visrggdm 3°; B D (Dis missing) qifas’;
TG ga: (Gz. 551" ), M gag. — ) Ko Das Do 14
Bs.s Nilp g=°. K1 om. -r. — ?) Du ‘gmau.
— Ko ins. after 82 lines 1-4 of 20* (cf. v. 1. 14).
— %) Ksa.s.0 De.o-s.10.11 T2 G (oxcopt Gr4.0) M
(oxcopt Ms) qrft’. XKa (subst. half) T2 Ma-3 g;
Ka. s figy Gs qu (for «).

9 °) Gus 5g (for =ify). — %) Ko.s Du g,
K1 fir; 8 (except Go) = (for J).

10 %) Guayganfe, Koai fafamar. — °) Xa
(orig. half) “gfewr; Ks.4 Bism Gis M (except
Mi) “fear: (Bim °garn); Ko “fgai; Du (before
corr.) "sygiy. — °) Ks Gi-s 5 (for §-).

11 %) Ks (by corr.) graa’; Ki Ds.1o G (oxcept
30) &"; Ks q'; D1 T1 377, — °) T2 Ge.« gog-.
Ks (subst. half) 7" (for fgx°). — 4) K3 (orig.
half) o ggaggu. — °) Bs Da Dn Dre-1z M
(excopt Mi) Fwot gizatat €. — 7y Ko Bim.s.3
m.s seqqi 9. K1 Du gfngai; Ka(orig. half) *yi.

12 %) Ks garst; Br gfig. D TiGa ‘TATHE.
— ) Os & gsnaw:.

13 %) Das: afgs. — b) Ko “sasqg:. — °) Ge
gagarg 7. Ko ‘s gax. — ¢) Ko gaga. Cs
“egrfyaima:. — ¢) Ko.s(orig. half).s. 5 Vi Daz Dn
Dra Ds.o. 10 aqrad; Nilp *g (as in text). Bsm.s 3
gam. — 7) Ks G f5fire f°. :

C

AT

6

[ srgwacfad

ARATY WEAR CqqaFa<a: |
FATAARE AT FATAT AL |
WG aTAa @ qam R s 0 LR
QIO AT QU AT a1 SHE A |
zfge oot = wEwEAAng N 2R
HTT FTT! |
WA TeAreh OO AT |
AT TAT FA1 T 1| 2%
TarEaWIRge At |
EMAATITFE ITAqRTE T 1l L8
ARAREEE Ui Jqdagany |

GERAWET el arvrad a1 Q9
14 *) Ko.z(subst. half).e Bz Dn Des-12.11 T3
Gi-s.6 M °gfgan; Ks “smifua:. K1 “ar gean.
— &) X1 gy quad’; Ks ayrag’; Ka (corr. to) Ba
De.s.13 qatagfear:; Ke ar aadsan; Vi Bras
Da Dn Dr Di-s.1¢ gyiya”; Di.9-n -az:ﬁe}{qgen:;
Gz.3 v yaafean; Ge qrania sgn:.. — °) Ko gx
gw. Ko aggmi; Mo aft’. — ¢) Ko oif gmaat.
Dis g7 (for ). — Da.6. 8. 8(incomplete).10-12 ins.
aftor 14: Ko (om. last two lines), after 82%:

20* wF { WRATEATH GRHFHIAATATY

FIARAYA Y TEAWGIAT IHAT |
ROARAAT GTAgAt AgEAArg |
STTATATNAT AN FERTAATT
qF T WrAEaTy AT Ay A
ax ¥ fafyd a3 wnegamfya: |
[ (L. 4) De.s-12 grg3an”. Ko om. 3. Da oy
« ¥, Ks gaamzr; Dn “garaq.

15 X1 sfixq". K: xfgegra. — ¢) Du m@qr
g4 g aemes; G2 Gaqraai[ g Jenss. — °) Ko ‘of
makfon. — °) Bs ‘ggnffi’ (m gaqs’).

16 %) Dio°wgra; Dis X — *) Gx '»}m:}g’.
— %) Du “Ygfgam.

17 *) Dr *grgm (Prirazm as in text). — %)
Ko.a(subst. half).s Da (MSS. erroneously guygt)
D213 Ge.a M quy-; Dre:m De.s qu.
Ts Ga.s 7grey’; Due °gan; G2 “§fgat; Gs s
gfeat. — °) K1 *gqfigai; T1 G (except Gi1,6) M s
“fgat. Di: “nay mgrr. — ¢) Ko “aitfirat; Das g,

]

[5]
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. wau(Ta |
STRAIW T TR IFIEA IFAA |
FOAE B/ORGET §X ZqaEan | ¢
Rughn afmi sameigaFA: |
dRai Ngf=emr grat araamEng 1 2R

A I |

Al et gerd 3eead |
FANFAL HF STWEAH q@ay | o
JaT g7 T A0 979 9 |

MR AAAS AN S mARAR VARV Y VAR

18 ©) Da D1 gy’
Ko ‘g vag:. Da gt a%; Dr qi vd. Ko seiwaa
a ai; Dussamma v 9. — °) Dsgquyraw’; Tn
G "ﬂ*ﬂ?{\; Gs vam (fOl‘ R ). Dis F%; S gﬁ.:
(for xfg:). Xo Daz Gr g Ka (subst. half) gq=;

Dr (except Dr1) “Sgry.

Ks gg:; K¢ Ds gu:; T1 Gas yyzr; Gra.o ge: (for
gew). Ds "swmivggen. — %) Kz (by corr.) Bi
m‘%", The orig. 3 in K3z has beon changed into
FeoT by the later scribe, who has added g in placo
of the @ which was lost on tho torn portion of
the leaf; '%r bas moreovor been corr. from #,

19 %) Ki T G Ms Cd gfeai (Us qfgai); Ka
(orig. lalf) gwai; Vi B D (Dis missing) G'gﬂ:i';
Nilp gfirat (as in text). Ks wgfaas: & — )
Gi-s “gnfaasa; (of. 23%). — ) Kz (subst. half)
D1 Gt “fuzgnfa; K+ "q. — ) Ki.s B D (Dis
missing ) gugi qu’.

20 Ko.s.6 V1 B (Bim as in text) D (except
Dis; Dis missing ) gifagara; Ka Sga: (T2 Ga.a5t” ).

21 Gs om. 21-22". — ®) K1 gg- -g; K2
(orig. half) @y gtwer; Ks gy afgs; K- V1B D
(D13 missing) T1 gggsx (Diwo.11 as in text; Du
&% a97); Os @ a¥7 9 (for gwT 7 79). G aq
(for qq), Arjp sy (for s1gw); cf. 195, — %)
Ko g ; Ks faaq (for fyai). Kii-s V1 B D (except
Dio-13; Dis missing) qfgar agaxd; Cd as’in text.
— %) Ko.1.6 (g over second q) Bi(m as in text).s
(by marg. corr.).s(m as in text).s D1 T1 Cd
vagaut. — ) K1 gaoor

22 °*) Go¢ om. 22%% (cf.v. L. 21). — K1 (subst.

aized

half ) transp. sineg and gy (latter ins. marg. sec.

[1.1.25

qUAT HEW 0 q=qqy | 2
wged ugs e soawed gt |

awere i auEed gy | RR
WY TRradE qearh HEREA |

ANCANAVMAM AAAS  NAAAAAT MWANAAS

TAEFTN AQ T sTmEnfaasas || k3
AL FAT FACATATLA TR |

ATETRITT qUTFY SREmis gy | k@
% @ By Iy wegege afama |
sty auEy auy afgenife 1w sLiy

m.). De.o-1n gingq (for agsg). K (oxcept Ki.4)
Bi D (oxcept Dn Ds.4.8; Dis missing) Nilp Cd
farg (Da O'K‘I‘OIIOOUS])’; of. Ar).: yx uxy grq:;\l -
fafa @13 ote.).

23 Giom. (hapl.) the passage heginning qfiraer
(see below ) and ending {irg @rdyg in 25% — *°)
Ko. 2(orig. half).s.4 De.s.o "g¥&s"; V1 Dt °&rw’.
Ks ‘at#g fram:. S g gderag (T1 G "qayg)
qfaaer 8. — °) Kus(orig. half).s.6 Dn °g g
— %) K¢.6 Be-4+ D (Dig missing) ‘"rgasno: (of.
19%); B1 “smfuasdo: (m as in Ka ete.). Ks
"gngaa . — Di(marg.)o (incomplete).10-12 T G
(except Gi.6.1) ins. after 23:

21* Ry WY a9y sqTArThTa Ry |
A aATgEATTR AOorH iRy |
Faiwmtuna+d aafatamgag |
T AAT Y A ATANFAT AT
aifln ArqaoER 7 aqd 7 wfysafa
T GAAFAA AAA FAIIATETEH |
[ (L. ¢) Di Gs wgr gar.  Gs gar; Ts am. |

24 Giom. 24 (cf. v. 1. 23). — *) Ki.8-5 V1
(=g: sup. lin.) D1 aragg:; Dis smw’. — °) G
girar. G dxfy sqigy (sic) . — °) Gr
stvgeify. B (except Bi.s) Das Dn (except Dns)
Dr (except Dri) Di~s Gt M °greg. — %) Ka.s
nrafagt qan; T g goas. '

25 *) G1 om, 25% (cf. v. L. 23). K (except
Ks.6) B (except Bs) Das ﬁ a{‘ws; T Gasr M
wafy . Gs cafify Bigt’. — *) Ko Gos
agrant. — %) Koo oy afy; Digqgda fy’.

(5]
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7

1.1.26]

FIFT T: T auTEeawi-ue |
grreg Rfikad Rt B 0 _8
Rerasfafamais saaawEr |
TEIRW3H T fagay |l v
it T SRt A 1 k¢
wgd MafEd T qay qwat oy |
A=qH FWO AW FAATARAFY || RS

28 %) Vi De-8 T1 Gs.o °§‘¥{:, Ks g?rq’m"i:;.
— %) Kz (orig. half) Ga.3 gmi’; Ko Dr Dis-y
gax’. — %) Ki Ds “Nygf§a; Ks Do "qefa”. Ka
(subst. half) gegt fir’; Ks Da Bam {zpafy” (Dam
as in text). Ko ‘qifuys frgufim. — After 26,
D14 G1.9 ins, a passage given in App. I (No. 1) and
repeat after it 23; in G1 the ins. passage is imme-
diately preceded by 52. — Kis.e6 Ds.6-12 8 (except
M) ins. after 26 (Gi.a after tho repetition of 23)
stanza 62, which is followed by:

22* guy fynma: qr Ay ey |
famiter % watan ddREiTa: |
gfa: afaaat sma: meara aufa fra: |
WA ReEeE aHoedtgr a afg
afagr qt WA disqzmEdnsaq: |

[ (L. 1) Gr.a Ms-4 3y (as in text); the rest
. — (L. 2) Ks gqygar’; Ko Ds.s-13 T Gs-s.1
gagRy. — (L. 5) De.s qia-.  G1z cqre; Ma—¢
watear (for wya). Ko Gr gat ax:. ]

27 °) K1 gggx’; Bri(m as in toxt) ggda’;
De Ts Gs agrax’; Go. 8 ayis qn’; Gommazs’. M
diggry. Ts gnl&zi_ — %) Ko.s(orig. half).4-s
Dn Di1.6-12 "gegy; 8 (except T2 Ge.7) ¥

28 %) D148 (except T1 Gs)gnql&, G4 ( before
corr.).s ‘' & — °) Ko agzify; D gerfysw.
— °) K1 afgrar 51°; Ka (orig. half) afwrag; Ks
Vi1 Do "fgzds; Bim ‘ma g ; Br'freg of; B\
7 ; Dr1"wy’; Do “fgeag’. Ko.s(orig. half).c Bs
T1 Ga-6 faar; D gy Gi-s argg (for g&).

29 °) Bim siegdfid; Du Ts Ge-¢ M *mrar; Th
Gy “faw; Gi FIAE. Gas WRYIGINE q. — %)

AERIRA

[ srgwaofied

FERIATEY AY FYH: Fomafae |
T AT ARG F WHET || 2o
TIATHEAT L LN 77 7 |

qq: AAA 9T AATARETR 1 2
qEATRAR 4 F3a g |
TR TEsqEEE 1 3R
Tqu AT g qEE e |
aq: 7aq fagta: R smdasaan 1 3R

Gi-s gda: qr’. Kz (subst. half) g9 ¥ Qai ®#4.
— °) Dis Gi-s "oy qg. — ) Dius 8 (except Ta
Gi-s) F (for o).

30 “) Kus Du 8 (oxcopt Gi-s.7) gfgq; Bs
agng. Kia(orig. ha'f).s Da Ds g, — ) Bs
H‘ug(", K2 (subst. half) °§t.§1q (orig. up: deleted ) ;
Guns ‘g mr. — %) Ko.s(orig. half).s gaa:; K1
aaF:; Ki Dua.e.n 73%:; Koggen-; Kem Dio-12.14
S wgw. Ko.a(orig. half).s.s Du gqeifea:; Ks
‘exfy; V1 "wafy; B2(m as in text) De-s Cd “ary:;
D1 ‘eqr:; Dio-12 S “fgm:. @ Ar).: qrAgay g
maE: o |

31 *) K4 Bi(m as in text) D1 Gs.c M4 Cd g3°.
Ko.s (orig. half) qav gryaat gy, — °) Dr g=yg’
(Drirsm as in text). Ks Vi1 B (except Bi) D
(D1s missing) F (for ¥). — ) G2 ga:. — %)
Ko.s3 Dr2 Du.s g3’ ; Ks gugs’; Dra.rs Gs yaqig’;
Gz yqraamy’.

32 %) Gs &g g'. K1 Vi B D (Dis missing)
Gi-6 g¥ =®9qr (Bs.s @¥ x°; Da Dus as in text;
Drs Dio-un@g &’ ). — *) T2 Gt M (except Mi)
w1 (for Far’). — 1) Ko ggsn’; De-s.10.11
‘Feg”. Ts near auarfy @; Gr M (except Mi)
Faar Axafy =@

33 *) Vi Bs ggu: &r’. Ks Gi-s ggm: fymmran
gremyg. — With guegr (folio 2°) ends in Ka the
damaged portion of the MS. — Drsom. 33°%, — ¢)
Do-12.14 S ggyax &, — %) Ko.s-s.om De-s
fagr; Ks ggr. K1 B D (except Dui; Drs om. ; Dis
missing) mrifawnn (Bs “Faww:); K: ggdqr’;
Ks gg’; Kom qwr°; Ga-o gz,

[ 8]



ergwevited ]
(e TERt af aglan O |
Sl E?( gt qi i Rgeam | 38

JER:GEI AT TERNET: FA |
IEFA T g Swanyge | 3
afd o g e |

g 4ffregq @ ey gy Al 3§
FUATIGISFIA TATEqr 947 |

T QR AT T AT TORT 9

TTHAGATR AR |
FARATA SF T qeiEaa I 3¢
ﬂﬁmrﬁrmfémﬁal

34 %) Mi g fygim:.. — °) Ko.s.e Vi Bs
Ds.c.8.10.1. 14 Ga.8.1 gx. T1 Ga-o ghagan wyfws:;
M gagar sgfdwar. — °) D Saquran. — ) B
( excopt Bs) “§raf.

35 ) Ga ey wad; O ‘e, Kam “wmat
. — ") Gt ggrgr’. Ko.s-+ “gmdwa:; Ds
‘taagg:. Ko ‘gamur. Gs “gmyr &%, — Du Dos
Ti ins. after 35%°:

28* srom et ggaiw fadar gaggan |
[ T1 faforgr "=, ]
— °) M (except M1) gquregsafy® . — ) Ga.s
srwafaa.

36 *) T1Ga.s q&ag". — ) D Ms . —
Bim gfgad. Ces ¥ 5f; Mi ¥ afw

37 *) Ko.s.4-8 Da Dns Dr1 Ds.14 Cd gyray’;
Kigygiar’; D1 gyrar’; Do S qudegyg’ (Gs quaiy’)s
Dio. 11 gygfeag’; D1 uuﬂqa°. — %) Gs gﬁ gi‘;,

38 ) De.s ‘muyigd. — °) Ks Bim.sm.e
Dio-12 Ta G M ‘ggra’ (Bs Ma ‘derammor; Ge
‘gar’). T gaedgasw. — °) G @ — 4)
M graeafi’ :

39 %) Ko.s gfe-; Gr zig; Maefe:. Ko “mequr.

40 *) All MSS, (Dis missing) except K1 Dio-11
Ge-s Ms frg:gat. Ks sran’; Gos fagr’. — °)
Ko Du Tr g gft°; Ks wgfifawzi; Ke.e V1 B Dn
Dr Ds.¢.o-12 Gre.s M g xY° (Bs @ fifa’; Bem
#); Ks g grftst’; Da g@ife’; D1 -fg et a1;
Ds mpfifast wat (last aksara uncertain); De.x

2 (2nd ed.) [ 9

°)

R

[1.1.44

Tafae Lamt gi: d@vewm i 3R
RTeg FrxgaTen fwea: |

afyar 7 whFRISH wrowmas @ 1 vo
o fea: & wewt qu |

qTAY AT RGN w13 | 82
GURTEG T9¢ TAT TAEA=AT TEAT |
ZRSAN: FASAA: TEESNATHT 1 8R
g rEEEiil TISqaUER |

TN TIMATY TASTQAEETww: 1| 83

YT TIYW: TR G |
AT gEaTd uasn‘ WA T 1l 99

aediE@; Ds gzdl’; Gr g xfemy; Gs @ g9
Fry; Gr gfawr’. — ¢) Ko.a.3 D Ms e ;
Ks "¢yt Ds “dmr wamr; Dio-13 “gavragt; Ta Ga-e
“TraTgEr; G1 #Y FgaY; G ygragY. Das xfa:;

De. s gfy: (for ¥fy:).

41 *) Ko.s.6 (bycorr.) Vi B Da Dni(m as in
text) D1, 2. 6-8.14 Nilp Cd gar; De-12 8 (except Gi~3)
gat (Gs corr. from ). — *) Ko Bam Da Dn
Di.s.¢.6.8 Ge Mis g (as in text); Ke De-12.14 T
G 5y (Gs as in toxt; Gt qqr’); Ds afﬁ“; Ma,
Aw’; the rost gg’. Kid-¢ Tr Gt Ma ‘qi aymy;
G2.3 °gt @21 ; Gi. s “qraymy:; Go “qigur’. Cd |g
(for wyg-). — °) Ko V1 Zaunix; Go.s 3ae; Go Fqe:.
K1 gaq@@a; S (except Go Mi) aey awg:. — )
K« qgriegay fafir; Do Do ganfufe aa:; M (excopt
Mi) as gwifdfe. Kem gat fafin sz Ka

R ﬂw&ﬁma: (an i-kara deleted after ).

42 %) De-s wurst’. Kss.6 Dr Gs M1 "gw;
K4 Vi Bz(m as in text) ‘wg:. G1 g (for 3),
— Gz om. 42%. — *) Ks -qify: (for -3qtfy:) both
times. — %) Ko.3—4« D (except Dis¢; Dis missing)
*sqtfika = (Daim smagmy).

43 °%) Kiom. 43°% Ka D1 Gs “¥ignaa:.

44 *) T1 & at; Gs ‘grgA; Gi(before corr.
gec. m.).s “@may. — °) Bs(m as in text) Da Ti
Gi-s °q: wgan:; Os ‘gegun. — ‘) Ko qatg; Ga
@A, Drars goa- M1 g (for w). — *) Ks

‘"q;gat T ~



kﬁnaﬁaﬁw‘swm@an v&
aﬂmmmﬁrmlﬁtﬁﬁwﬁal

MARAAAS AAAAAA VAN

émrmﬁ'rm T @ eI 1 89
R & giegl R gadisi 7 |

g7 qAugHFAgh TFU™ I || B
ﬁaﬁﬁammﬁ H%wmﬁq |

45 %) K1 Gs M ‘gm=. — °) Gs g (for q).
— ) Gu.s gygu; M (except Mi) &t&. — 4) K10
gh:; KaGas "gau:. K1 gfamy; Ko B Dn Di.s.a
Go Mi gfy’; Gs.o gada:. O yqa: @7 afa=e.

46 *) Duarfr yqmfag’. — ) Ks Bs(m as in
text) fafysi; O fafya. Os wng (for @ 7).
— *) K131 qrvm fad; Ks & dr &5 Ke A
axr: afymar; Ks.em Bi-s Da Dn Dr Ds.s(corr.
from ). e. 3-11. 14 AFT Qra1: Girgrar; Ko “Ftmataa ;
Vi Ba “Fxtafa’; D1 &0 dvet |famran; Das A
Ry fr’'; Ds (corr. to) Gre.s &% atat |@°; Dy
Faarn: aiymay; T2 Ga.1 Ma Faqai /7. — ¢) Ko.s
Ti Ga.a.o M (except Mi) wwint; K¢ Da1 Ga.x
°qid:; D “ghi (corr. from sy ); Cr.s “wigt. Ds
( by corr.) G1 -6 HTHASR.

47 ) Ko.1-s Du ywidsmwmagmoi; Ki qatd-
swatufn; Ko Vi B D (Dis missing) “dgenrfa
(Dsm “Fysgront; Do-19 w‘n}q;mgmﬁ) T1Gs-s M
(except M1) wmidsm’. ®y K1 Drs Do

qenfor; Gr getfor; M (except Mi) wtamfor. — )

K: srgag’. — %) Ks amgd ©°; Ko Dn Gi-s.1 M
av a{; T1 missing; Tsgga t'. — DrDs.a.s-10.14
8 ins, after 47:

24* frfrdredma Ry adw: |

[Dr Dixs f1&t °; Dse.s.0.10 fify 37°; Te Gy
#fk awr'; Gre-o AN, Dr1 Dae-10.1 fF&iE;
Dri-rs D1 Gs fymd; T G s 41 Ryamre. ]

48 *) K1 gumia; Ko Ds.o.13 S (except M1;Gs
corrupt) ggeaiegr; Do 11 ggsgrar.  Ks glagaw
Ieqt; D ‘g § s, — °) Dr (exoept Dn)
‘qiRfy. Ds a (for w). Du “qim y&ifw. —

g

)
i
|

[ ergrofrad

¢ f fagut aiﬁ:’ TR | 8%
TAME ARG shearaianin aqTaR |
ARy o arrdiEd (1 we
fafd isiGic s wHie |
SqTEg TN FIEEH ARG T 1 4L
JUET AT =qW ¥ F00Y |
gl T 199 Taddical 1L 4R
YRR g dtyama |

-

AT 2 TR T fiwa: 1| 43

D1 g7 (for “), —_ ‘) Gas ‘g fmt. — Ka.s De
(except Drs) Dio T Gi.4-6 ins. after 48:
20* dagorfagiae aar agnth fawe )
[ D10 T Ga-s gaxfix. ]

49 °) Ko Dg-s.0.11.13 Ga.3s fgmrt. Ki-4.6 Da
Dns Dr Du Gis mgrans; Ks ggreqm; G agy
o’; Go grend. — °) K Vi Bim gggaiw’; B D
(Di1s missing; D14 as in K etc.) 8 (except G1-s Ms)
‘facg arw’. — °) Gs 3\5 ft; Gs ﬁ fg. Dio.nn Ga
(before corr. ). s fqzq“t; G fagwr. — 4) Ko.2.8 D1s
M *gyar’; Ks qamngy’.

50 *) Kignify; Ks astarg; Ds gearzz. — °)
Ko T1 Ga.8 sifgstr’; Drs “fmsma. — °) B T Gr
amg’. Ko.2.4.5 V1 (before corr.) Drir2(m as in
text).rs.ram Di.s "uz#y. Dus qrargamny q¥; Gz

adgfare=y. — ¢) D1 fmm &' G awr &
Dis gans (for gegay). De-12.14 Gra.s M il
T1 "qx.

51 ®) Bi(m as in text).sm M (except M)
ffy. — °) K frawom:; V1 fadea: (for w+ht°).
— *) 8 smrmary (Gs.8 °%; Go °7-) gwen: (Ga.s Ms
qad) &fag (G2.s &°). — ¢) Dn Dragiyrg, Di
Sqearg auaR (sio); Dus B efagaw wor.

52 *) Da Dn Gs g §°. G13g; Gv ¥ (for
a%). — ) Du "grgmg. M transp. g% and gwy.
De. s g1 (for guyr).

‘53 %) Ko.s.3 quaw’. Ko Du ‘gt fimry; Gs
‘3t sftmg. — °) Ko qef§:; Gempfag, Ko.s.sDr
(Drs before corr.) Dises T1 gifka’; Ks 5ifir’;
Ks witrafyf:; D witpagfa. — After 53¢, Ka

(suppl.).s Dn Dr Ds.4.s ins. a passage given in

[10]
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FrARRT Feu i aWE qiaaE 1| 48
I gy T g fige T

W T98 fraegatTem afd ) W
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Al [Wd Bk AFASEAERIM: 1| 4§
HAASAA ¥ SR qLE: |
AT FIAARE aaenesies 1l e
w AT A A AR |

SUERE]

[1.1.62

. FHFRY T W1 HI T G I e

- et goTE e e |

T W""iﬁlm qeqig e ST 1 4R
LT AT eIt ¥ aerany |
éﬂ wﬁugwnmrmﬁaﬁ N §eo

TMEAIRGIRD. TH WKadgar |

SIrETTARAT did- i Aoy g 1 &2
qArsT A paah |
U RHTAAT AL R 1 &R

App.I(No.1);in Ksthe ins. passago is written on a
suppl. folium, its point of insertion being indicated
by the words arxy srrqqaN® written on the margin
of the original. In Ke the ins. passage is preceded
by a marg. addition, given in App. I (No. 2).
54 %) Ds gagst. — *) K1 G 1 #rat; Ds “wa.
55 Koom. 55%. — ®) Ksg (forw). — *) Dus
g = fagt aar. — °) Go °F sfrary
56 ®) Ge-¢ Jeareadg 3. — °) T2 Gi-s ‘g w
-qyt . — Da ins. after 56%°:
26* ux & dwgreATa: AAT Ao |
wROHRE: B fareada fir )
gazd @ fafga: d@mgisa g |
1 AR S e A |

— %) Ks -figregaras: ; Ks gaer’; O -Ra=agnaf.

K1 smdfteargd 1% wra ¥ |

57 *) Ko.2 Dr1 Dus 5=5°. Ko 3 (for g:r.{).

— % Ka mﬁu, Ks g (for 7).

58 °) D1 gz&a; Do ged & (for § &°).
Ko.s-8 B: Da D28 G¢ “dftst; K1 Ds °q; Ts Gs.e
aafta. Kr Du Gi-s qa@w qyrdts; Vig = aq
AN Ds g gear:; (m gza=) qerdra: (corr. to
‘@) — %) Ko.2.5 Da.s Jig’.

59 ®) Kis Bis Ds.1o.11.14 T G (except Ga.s)
frat. — ) Kiga'; Gogy' (for qqy°). — °) G2
aan’; Gs srity v°. Ko st (for nmi).

60 °) Ko.s~s Dus T2 M2.s gt 5 wr'; Ga geat

a.—49 " (ﬁ-a-gmanqﬁ — Ds.1.0-13 ins. after

60 a passage given in App. I (No.1). — Ke Dr (om.

line 2) Ds(marg).e.8.14 (om. line 2) 8 ins. after
60: Ds.v.9-13, after the ins. passage (App. T, No. 1):

27% g wrragensd Wrwwt goawdomy |
IqTEAT: WE ¥& AWTSF WA |

[(L 1) MiLs ggat getewrat. T Go M “sador..
— (L. 2) Ds.¢.v.0-12 M1 4 yqreg (for syrez). ]

In Ds these lines are repeated after the passage
given in App. I (cf. v. 1. 62).

61 ®) D:1 ‘gmgwt; Da.s.o.v Gao *§; Ds “&7.
Ga.8.7 "fraeaga =; Os "wegenfin. — °) G geg;
Gs %q (for w%). D1 Gass "gfgs. — Ds om.
61°% and 62%%. — °) D¢ “gqr fadar. Due-n
‘waret fmn. Da.s T Gaot Ma *ff&en”. Ko aw (for
amag). — *) D1 & qivawd.

62 Ds om. 62 (of. v. L. 61). — ?) Ks.s Gy
wewd; Vimy'; Begfis’; Dr (except Drs) Dio Ge
<q§’; Ts -cgdma:. D1 adrdmasyee (sic); Gs
waded aEr; Os agrafyed qgm. —
‘qrapmran’; Ds °§ s’ ; Ma °d sren’
62%% T1 G1 ins. 29* (cf. v. 1. 63); then follow 64
and 30* (of. v. 1. 64); then finally a passage given
in App. I (No. 1), — ¢) T1Gus-1 M “srfm”; Ts
‘sifigs’; G2.8 "waor’. K Vi Bs D (except Ds; Dis
missing ) G4 *freema (K1 “savforn’ ). — 4) De.s
gamt @dy’; Do-11 Go gwiw a¥’. G g (for ).
— After 62, Ds.s Ts Gs-8 M (except M1) ins. a
passage given in App. I (No. 1); in Ds the ins.
passage is followed by a repetition of 27* (cf. v.l,
60) as also of st. 61 and 62,

[ 11 ]



1.1.63)

7 dnae: O ST |
FAsAAsgE: v A g 153
ARZISATAL i AV I3 NI |
TR s 3 g% 1 &9
A AU qEEW:
e F gIEE gran |
WA IURS TG
7S T TAQRSHATE N &%

63 ) Bim i % Gv 71 %’. — %) Ga.s
sz’ . V1 Da 8 (except Ti Ga.o) "wqifirs’; Bam
‘wrfas’. Kogg; KioTiGas gﬁ:; B D (excopt
Dr; Dis missing) T1 Gt M fay: (for gy:); in Ds
g is doloted bofore fiy of fyyy:. Dus aa=Avay
faedy: g wAEna. — Giins, after 63: T,
after 31* (cf. v. 1. 64):

28* gfgma: qurdn wREw wFHa |
N (except Dis; Dis missing) ins. after 63: Ti1 Gv,
aftor 62°%:
29* qf¢ ramgenfn [Em=t @ gieag !
faneonags T Tawid afafean)
% quzw N& wEy sgda )
uF naggs g gy wfafeag)

[ Tu K4 lines 1 and 2 are ins. in marg. — (L. 1)
Kis qzfgmw @g’. D1 "ags g w°. Ko warwi.
— (L.2) K "ggmifor. — (L. 3) Koo T2 1 Rygets
gw’. Kic(m as in text) Dn Dr Diam.s ziqﬁ"g,
Ks grady; D1 s 4(corr. from).s-12 wes. |

64 T (first time) G1 read 6t after 20* (of. v. 1.
63); in T1 the repetition of 64 follows regularly
63. — ®) Ka.s Da.o.1 "grstrayy’; Dr (except Dra)
"z: wrad¥; D1 g wmay”. — °) Gr w39
— %) Bs gigaq@. — Kiuas(om. lines 1 and
2).0 (transp. lines 1 and 2) V1 (om. lines 1 and 2)
B D (except Dis; Dis missing) Gr ins. after 64:
T, after the fiest ocourrence of 6+4:

30* wfdreg Wy ST AAYTAT I |
fosat swrew et gdtfat av !
vH aags g AN ¥ fraha |
[ (L. 1) Ke mgifigwsaur 1@, — (L. 2) D1 Jqreft

SN

[ srgwmofied

gAY gdway wgga:
GFNSIA HiHrLSE JRE |
qe T AW T AE0A | §&

ST TEARE AHaoE T |
AT AT Fqqeeqdqag. 1| &9
FETAAMIA F531 M0 F A9 |
FFARgRY arnir arnRRieET | &¢

(for gmizr). Ko ‘s dqgimamem:. — (L. 3) B
g, Di % gaud |
— After 30*, T1 G1 ins. a passage given in App. [
(No. 1). — 8 (except Gv) ins. after 64 (Ti, after
the repetition of 64):

31* Jzigrgafaniy: smagwg oigan |

arfifére wgrag i g SRSy |

After 31*, T1ins, 28%* (cf. v. 1. 63).

65 Dsom. (hapl.) 65°-66% — 2) D1 T G1gdy-
. w. Ki-o V1 B (except Bi1) Da Dr Di.a.s
8-12.14 T1 Gs.6~1 Ms siigr. — ) Dn Ma.s mgﬁ
— %) Ks '@t wdftarg; Dus @ fadan; S “gfada:
(T1 as in text; Gs "gify@fy; G "g Aie).

66 In D, 66°® is ins, in marg. Ds om. 66°
(cf. v.1.65). — *) Ks "Faeg; Ks "gmam. Ki-s Vi
Dn Ds.s T1 Gis Mi2 snrar: (8s in text); Da
w5 the rest sumr. Ko what fiweadaas arar.
— °) Ko Di-4.0.8-12.14 T3 Ge mftga"\. — %) D1
@ @E’. — Aftor 66, K¢ ins. 15* (of. v. L
benedictory st.).

67 °) Ki.4 Vi(m as in text) Da Dn D1.s gur;
Do.12 Ge gear; T1 Gy qyr; T2 Ga.s gf“q; Cd as in
text. Ko ggrfRrs. Du waran fawwor a; Grquma-
fEsan . — 4) Ks.5.6 V1 DnDa.s 'g:gﬁ{f‘w: ar;
Ds ‘gmwa’; Du ‘awwwmyr; Tr ‘wfgem’; M
‘graFa@Ayr. T2 Gios g (for &am).

68 *) Ks B D (except Ds.14; Dis missing ) "fory-
ag. — °) Ks Grgepra. Ko meg. Bim Cd gr-
q#; K1.s Ds syqzi; D1 *qv; G1 wgg. D ggeng
g @9y, — ) De.a Qs ag =’; Me.s ammar’.

[ 12 ]



SR O

AEGYRey wifAeg 1f |

T TN TR A a1 &%
AR w7 qIGT AT TRIEAT |
AQRAY JAT AEEAWERT T 1 o
ity agwiar ogEf @y |
Rraaafireay sfker awanio | ol
g1 WAy sy gega T |

TSN T T gAAIsatdarEa: || W
WERICEIRR AGAA

S TRIATE] |
freer qul: diw ¥ & vRTEEE 1 W]
ATE: HRW 7@ 7@ R TR |

srTied

[L.1.79

TR (RO g wY qRIY T 1 e
QR wa9n e Qe g dafi |
I=qat @Ay TS /g | ey
Ttad e TX B q fga |
Wf?aﬁf YA Mt ZASTEq 1 9§
gﬂr!fé AT TN FEgREAn |
Tt AEEARTAT 1 99
Ersﬁarr T T QA g |

T AT WA T m&ﬁw&a. Il \9¢
AserftenfreragE e fifaf = )

FYIATRAES TET sganmEn | e & ¥ %y

69 %) Ki mrtange’; De-12 T G migeg” (Ta
Gramega’; Go. s qigsw quaeted ) ; Du M grgreaa’.
Cd wgY: (evidently a clerical error for wmt:).
— %) T1 G1 M (except Mi1) #xig’. — Dio.na T
Ga-o6 ins. after 69:

32* aat gRigfe year wg: Brar g
arifgsgiafa: age gaasaarn |
agRfag=aE SifmEggE =)

STan: qraiEa: G FeAT W 7Wa: |

[(L. 1) Dio.nn T2 "fqat gamr; Ge g gpan
— (L. 4) Gs *ma: w#Y qigran fa=t wa. ]

— In Ts, 32% is followed by 33* (cf. v. 1. 70).

70 *®) Biguendg'; S (except T1 Ge-6 M1) mizy
w q". — °*) De-12 °yoiyg weat gladeas’. — Ds
(marg.).9-12 T1 G4.5 ins. after 70: Ts, after 32*
(cf. v. 1. 69):

33* Aq sy @4g MUINY AERAG |
A g € @Y KigmasaEa: |
A QUGHETYUR TaAF AT |

[ (L. 3) D4.0-12 T2 *Fgrox w1”. ]

71 *) Ko.1.3.4 D (Dis missing) g (Ds ¥); Ks
aw; Ko & (for =w). 8 gfafiysr (Gi-s as in text;
M1 xfRfadq) gamrar (M1 as in text). — ?) Ks
gauy; Ducgg. — °) Ko *sgear’.

72 ®) Bigma. Gs wmagda; Gs v &S —
Gs  (for 7:). — °) Kus g1 qafy’; S ‘mala g’
(Gs.s "grdafi’; Mus ‘qam g’ ). — °) G "gra.

73 ®) Dus 'fqzﬁ?wr. 8 agni (G1-s M as in
text) Rrdfys gt (Ts Gr as in text; G2 Ma

aear). — °) Ks gfafiy®; Dr (oxcept Drs) Da.s.n1
Ts giqat’; Ds.1 #g@’; M (except Ma) g (for
wrar ). Ko.s aur. — *) K goif & qiq:. Ko.s
vy v 1 9. — *) Ko gwige’s Ko Tr mpwin’s
G1 garay’.

74 ‘;1{0.3.0 qg. Ms ‘w FAX. — ) Gas
Ms g@m. — Dio T1 Ge om. 74*%, — °) Ks Ga.3
amifar; Du qmfat; Gr quifae; Mo qurfad; Ma
gafud; Ms.« gatay.

75 %) Dusrrat & — ) Ks Daa Ta quaifiy;
T qeng-. — °) Ko Vi sgat @, — In Gy, 76%
is ins. in marg. — %) Ka.s Gs.s giu:; Ke gqan;
G1 corrupt.

76 Ks om. 76. — ®*) Ks afewaiga. — °) K
qaifirag’; Ko gatforarz’.  Ka Ta Ga. o1 sgamga;
Ks.4 B (except Bs) D (except Dis; Dis missing ) T1
Gs . — ¢) De.s mawg; G2 @ @e; Onr g@e-
Ks-s Bs D15 'm.

77 Gsom. 77. — *) Ko ggaiar. — ) Vige
7a%; G “esxqr.  Ta2 Graigai.  Gs enafudd aigat
ﬁgﬁggg@m (cf. 76%).

78 °) B gsftar. — *) Gs qroomwaswgry; Gs
gaqRaasay:; O1 ‘ouwasAy:. — 4) T Gs.8.5.1
M fyfyerm. Ko sfifx’ (for ")

79 *) Ko ¥dfrar Aximygw:; K1 Gus afte aw
w1 ; Ke-s V1 B Dr Du anfter Axrafgery; Ko
wdfte Agrafaes; Da Dn Di-v.o-11 Ge efreg e’
Ds afre frfrarnd®; T G wdfter dgeawaty; Gi-s
fre Axrawer; M andrer fafle”. — °) K grafor.

[ 18]



1.1, 80

» gy g far araiseET |
yen 9 dfwawe Rerdongae T 11 <o
eI AT TR T |
g Nw: AHSR oo T 1 <R
mﬁaﬁﬂﬂwm'
TRAAER: FE AT 4 AT 1 <R
aq: mgft SFsfarIwa: adagewad |
AR §7 TRET: FHLAT T || <3
7 Teicm TR qaty wEar o |
ARG T Toad wErehad || <8
mmﬁmrm!ﬁf TR Ta: |

AT

[ srmavhiys

~ giafiRer qamy wEres wETRG: 1l <4
| G AR 9 |
qrafe STy S T e | ¢k
TANACSERIIE. A |
ARFATEATR MEEAA T 1| €9
TIgl at a9r =gt esem ag0 Gy |
ST ¢ Hglhae HTTAA || €¢
frarmfawt S w3 ggat g |
QUSTTGIRAt & TZT 74q4q |l €&
TEIERL TR 3 e |
gy LA WA 1l Qo

°) Ds fm 4) K1 fy m"; K¢ V1 Bus
Da Dn D1 ¢-11 G ggat” ; Ks srfydraa:; Di-mgar’;
Ds gat* (sic); D1s G s -mrgant”.

80 %) KiDus Nilp *g gfrorm. — ¢) Ga E.Cy
"81 *) Ko.s.s Vi B Da Dr Di-s.0-8 Ga.a Cd
wie; K1 gt (for gan). — °) Du s @dwt
K1 gty awet &ik; G Aiwamfy aws. — ¢) Ka
T1 fif"; Da qra”; Dus giigiataor. Ks.e *gonfafi.
K fir; V1 g (for ).

82 ®) Vi1G (except Gs) M aar; Dis T gy (for
aar). — *) Ki spdwdaoe; K "qy; Ds wd: @’
Ds wf: wdaw; Do 8 a wdawg (Mr a1y
M “gqat). — *) K1 gt gean; M g ¥,

83 ®) Tigyr; Go amr. Ko @t¥eg:. — °) Ku
¥rg: ¥’ — ‘) Gs -gq- (for yg). Ki T2 G1 M
g, — *) a1 "ergfiter

84 °) Du dmmary’. — *) V1 eeyim.
Go gon; Gas @r; Gr g, D fagar 9 awn
g, — ‘) K1 Vim Bi(m as in text).s D (except
De-15; D18 missing ) Ga-s. 6.7 qraY.

85 Ks om. 85-86", — *) Da.s aqqET .
*fegomrou:.

86 Ks om. 86% (of. v. 1. 83). — *) Ka
g — °) G-nr fw@Ede W — ) Ko
g q; Ko qafqegy. — ‘) Gs. '31“‘ 93 M, %{&
K (excopt Ki.6) Gi-o qegfir; V2 o,

87 ®) Dn Dis.e "t gar'; Ts G s g g’

“wa; G “Arawem.

Ko

Ko

Ge'ygaq'. — &) K p;-rﬁ-;q(Klssm text ;
Ks.¢ ‘qurfy®); Bim ‘gaifr 9. Ds ar (for w).
— After 87, K1.4.5(om. line 2).¢ V1 Bi(line 1
in marg.).s(in roverse order).s.4(om. line 2) D
(except Dis; Da in reverse order ; Dis missing ) ins. :
34* fafemnfor = araify smamraonfs @1
FrgEatT agaraonty w1

[ (L.1) De.s “mifan”. Kigagiad'; Bs drams
D1 gqreratat’; Ds grawtay; De ( by corr.) giwara}’.
— (L. 2) K1 "fyrafenfor; K« Bi(m as in text).sm
D (except Da Dn Di.s; Dis missing; Dis om.)
‘ggrfnn; Keo “gmife. K1 ymonfa ggam; K
swara’ ; Ko g, ]

88 ¢) KuViGusrgyig at; De.v"gmi. Kig
(for &t). Kis V1 Dist Ga.s aqgr; B T1 Ga.o ga.
— ) K Ts Gs 5rgr; V1 qqi; Da Ds Gr qyr; Mawa:
(for azr). G1 aqmy; G wygws'. — °) Kas

.'"Tf!’ K¢ D1 *rqgg; Drocrs "eqr g-; D1 g; Ta

g — °) Kamininm

89 *) Kis.o &g; Ks qifg; B D (except Dis;
Dis missing) gy, — ®) Ki*a = wat; Ma *q fyfiat.
— ¢) Xs " wiq". Bi(m as in text).4 Da “gat;
G4 (before corr.) “sgat. — %) Du at (for g). Ko
qHAA.

90 “) K2 V1B Da Dn Dr Di-s.5.7.12 Ge gop°;
Ks D1 T Ga.5.1 Ms—s qomqy”; K “gaa’ ; Ko "wagredy;
Dse.s-n1 M1 gaiag’; Gs ‘qg@a’; Gs ‘gz’
— %) K1 gegafira; K1.s.6 De-13 “gmw’; K¢ “ug’;
T1 ‘qw ga; Gus “tzw g7 Ko fwmm. Ks
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S5 wHwiTy ]

g ArnfafRrgsemi {RaR 1
Y veoge Rami gfon g 0 ae
< e ST O JAES At |
TR AGLTH N FATHEI 1 3R
ARG =W |
:.dl{lﬂdtiﬁ‘lilﬂggim N <3
e Rgt ot st ared T |

g gue afeeeegs e 1’8
SAeg T e GOy |
AT T FOTE g |

ety

[1.1.99

YRR AR s §oy

79 T & T Ysaic e |
LATWN Aarlt gRmwmm: 1 Q8
T R ww wfw = i e

T R Iy |y woggdy T 1 Qw
T MWFEAteq QAT AT |
wE g Fodic asfren il ag |
o IO gaHEEe |l 4¢
ey B T8t G 4 wEwE: |
TEEGHA AT AWREwgam |l Q%

I %

Svwmawafua (sic); G1 gwiat d@wAmwG; Ge
awawfra. — ¢) Ks D1 Ge “gfismamig; Dus
‘eamifaa:. K1 Dus fm@mfyfamgn; Ko "%
sran; Tr Gaoet "Jaw ggga:; G2 *@d gy

91 *) Ks Dio Gs gwvtm'. Gs fgmg (for
frfawg). Ko.1 “wrama, — °) Du sisfifaarea-
saa; M (except Ma) qgrfor st €. — °) Ta
qfaar; Ge-e sq’. Ko Gs M (except Mi) ‘ggia;
Ga1 ydwgo. — ) Ts Gi-s fyquoy. Ts Gi Me
afea: (for gfim:). Dr (except Dr1) sm; Gr
g (for ga:). T1 fraol @ dima:; Gus ‘oliw
e &:; Gs “oify wrwi| =

92 %) Klugmﬂ'a«ft. Ko. .6 Di. 8. 14 *Frrar;
Ks *snere’; D1 “sm=a’.  Drs ‘samggd. Gr Can
@ (sup. lin. ). — ) Xs.5 Bs D1 "qrg-. Ka Ba
Do.1 G1 "pgga:. — ) Grrwra: @w'.

93 %) Ks B1.s Drs De.as “tfem’. — °) Ke V1
faars aea’; Bs “snw Aigad; Do misgiga; De
*mrgwiEa; Ts Gs fgg wear @’ Gu.a M (except Mi),
fa® weer’. D gigaat fyw @ T fad neg-
qqd; Gi-o Ry wgiwd. — °) Deo.s fafyay
(for sram1y). Ds-¢ “gremaiy, Ko ganumyiy g

G qanzfmT s O qaeama . — ©) K
Die M. 5.4 fgaaisa; BD (Di1s missing ) Ms {3y gim

(Ds-4 faggia; Do asin text; Disasin Kiete.). Ka
V1 Da1 sreggera: ; Ko D1 s;taaaui; D aca‘}‘; Do-12
Gs oy’ ; Dis argifim: ; T1 onvgued; T wega ; Go
ugigd. Gas fugamgify w; G fgangy’.
94 *%) K¢ B D (excopt Dis; Dis missing) °¢
AMwioi . Dis Ta Gt M g giaaa. G

(for 7). — °!) Ko.s.3 Bs Da1 D1 gaws; K “g3s.
Ki Da1 Bs *wgeggs 3 Koo “fperga; Ks “fawag;
Ko T G1-s.4(by corr.).v “fgeger; V3 B¢ Das Dn
Dr D1 *fggeggs (B1 7 in marg. ); Bs missing; Di-s
“Ferrd; Mu. .o “feam, Ko aferfRger@ a7 Dis
afespagaRTas. -

95 °) Du fawg wig’. — °) Cd g:ffm; Ka
waga; Dio.u *qeg; T Gi-s M *qny; Gy 'fyg. T
G111 M yeay (for remy). — ¢) Ds T1 wrn.

96 Dr D1 ins. before 96: waqrg IqTe. — *)
K1.6 Vi B D (except Dus; Dis missing) g% ¥ (Bs
avwei )3 Ts Ga.1 M 3 avwd; Os s, — ) Koo
T1Gi.4.8 qvgqy’; Bsm Da Dn Dr (except Dra.rs)
Dis-1s Ma.squg’; Bsqoag'; Ds.s Ma 5 ayg;
Ds & wt gxfa’ (sic); Ge qurg’. K w wt gafe
wefe. — ¢) Ks ‘gwir; Tr ‘gewr; Go-o “gew:.

97 %) K1 wgw ftfr:; Gae.r gy g, Vi aify
NAq; Do g ufirg; T1Gr-s.r gayrw. Ko Vi Da
Dn Dus gmgd; Dus T Gi-s.1 M "grg (M« "qranmy).
Gu~o fag wwt goront wiget € awr @fr. — ¢) Ko B
Das Dn D1.s Ge.o g7 (for w).

98 ¢) Ks °g @ayg’; Dn ‘g gy, T
Grs-0 "gay. — %) Grat "mr wwnfga:. — *) Ku
guaag'; Bs waang. — 7) Ko.s.4 Gi-0 "ared;
D T Gi-8 M *geoy; G "gifot.

99 ¢) Ko DaTsGs.s °gg-. — °) Ks V1Ds-s
‘@ Agrewa:; M (excopt M1) “gnfirdrom:. — °) K
amag’; Ko aara’; Bs Da.1e Gus.6 Ma-¢ agmy’;
Ds azmg’; Dr dara’; Ti Gaoev M1 gwymqufad; T
‘refed. Di s,
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C. 1.1
E. 11
K11

4.1

1. 1. 100 ]

r ymfda: wd Sgwgee: e |
m&uﬂmﬁﬂ#ﬁﬁrﬁﬂml

MARUTAR TR AGIRATT: || Qoo
T I W AW AT TG |
e ft ww vl g gl T |
F T At W AR 1 Lo
TR aguas
14 axd qiRd 3 giET |
FTt gt TRt SE

100 *) K1 Dn D1 ggqur. — ©) G5 "y =.
Kis gyreg; T at ™. Du fonfig: qieamat =; Go
‘g fad smg. — ) Ko Pl (sic); Tr fag
ey’ ; Ts Gre-v M frg at sv°. Ki.s(m as in text)
D (excopt D1s; Dis missing) gfug (Da Drirers
wiwyg) srfrafy Q| ; B as in Da ote. above; Nilp as
intoxt. — *) Kr12 "gfgd. — 7) Dus G *guseras.

101 ®) K1 gaaar (sio). — °) Kiqaqr &, K
Du g1 aegoy d59. — ‘) Ks.e Vi B Dn Drs
Di-12.14 8 (except Ci-3) g; Da Drirars g (for
fge). — ) D (except Da Dr; Dis missing) S
(except Gi-o) wufiy-. Vi1 weifir; Bs faflgm. Dr
(except Dre) *fiy agm:. — °) G2 aqr °; Geagy
. Grer @®t ga — 7y Ga.s ‘aygeafa’.
— After 101, Dis ins. 3% (cf. v. 1. 104).

102
— ) Kia2*ggeg; Ke D1 *gasg.  Ks gz frea.

— ") Ko g1 wad; B wyd frgs M (M1 om. ) mag
g, Ko2omor; Ko D Grmar, K ' a3y
Ks ‘g =ig¥a. Ko a1; Ko gqg; Vi B Da g (fory).
— °) Ko Vi B1 Dn Dr Ds-o.14 sts7°; Bs Dio-1s
fiwq"; Cd gzgat (as in text). Vi sgori; B Das
D1 qifitamait (for g3°). — After 102, Da ins, 36%;
Ds, 35% (cf. v. 1. 104).

103 Ds om. 103; in Gs.s, 103 follows 106.
— ®) Gt (here and generally in the foll. st. up to
156) gur (for grgr). — °) K. s "wgeff ay’. — G2
om. 1034, — °) T3 Gus.1 gy, Ko Vi Du M
st (Ma = gt°); Ks qor &r. — After 103, Da
ins. 36% (cf. v. 1. 104).

104 KsTiGrom. 104; Gs om. 104*%, — ®) Dr

Ga.8.1 M1 om. 102; in Ko it is ins. in marg,

HENMRA

[ wgwrofiad

T AR s g9 0 2R
TaEEr At |
FEue IR T Fwt
AT AT AT 499 1| 203
TSR g |
Al a1 qf @y
mm%ﬁmmnw

Ds.1.10.11 Ga.6 . Dar Dus ggg; Bi Ga.a(before
corr.).s M2 *frg. — °) Ko 8 (T1Gs.70m.) "Raay
(Gr*g @¥’). — °) Dn Dus G (Grom.) qar; Ts
737 (for ayr). Ka.3 Dns Ds-13 migya; S (T1 Gr
om.) ‘g g. Du &y awr wizy ayfyear. — Ex-
clusive of tho omissions mentioned helow and the
reservations as to soquence dotailed in the sequel,
the foll. four stanzas (35%-38%) are ins. scriatim
after 104 by N (excopt Ko.2.5; Dis missing) (K1
om. 35*%; Kea.4a Drrra.ri Di2-4.1-12.14 om. 36% Ds
ins. it in marg.; D11 om. 37* K4 ins. it in marg. ;
Ds.4 om. 38%, K1 ins. it in marg.):
35* vy ST
FgReqTAieqE FeAT Han |
g% Jqt frgt et
Tz A frsaa d@ea
36* iy Foft A
e e ffSaadas |
FFMISTFIUL AT Fhi-
B CREEL IR EC Rl
3T* ggrarg smwarat wfeg
IVEG AAAY FHTeaH |
AT TF WHART WA
aq A g @wm i
38% gqustry fayr qogeR
deftgaryfrqreErag |
HETHG TG T W
aan avad frser d@wg 0
[ 35* °) B Dn Drira Dus *fqgr. — 37* ®) Ke
Dr srgaey; Da gt — °) Bi g (for wa).
— 38* %) Ks Ba.s Dus.o.1.0-12 frfiasry. ]
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HTWHYA ]

TR m TRt
4vur |

31"1!‘ (l Ul-‘ 4"

W AEN qorara G99 | Lo
LA STt

aat drat 3 Raameaai |
WEST AATIEEWE -

T AN g™ @57 1| 20§

Here follow the reservatlons mentxoned above,
as to the sequence and the points of insertion of
the interpolated st.

In Vi the sequence of st.is: 104, 35%, 36+, 43*,
40%, 105, 37*%, 38%, 106. — In Da (Daiom. 105)
the sequence is: 102, 36%, 103, 35*, 104, 37*, 38%,
106, 40*, 105. — In Dr the sequence is: 104, 35%,
37%, 105, 107, 108, 110, 38*, 111, 109, 106 (Drs
further ins, 36* between 105 and 107). — After
37%, Ds.am ins. 40* (cf. v. . 106). — Ds ins, 353*
after 102; Dias, 38* after 106; and D1, 35* after
101. — Ds further ins. between 37* and 38*:

39* g a¥fyve
sfrert Ty fafdat af aq=rd
gt Aot Aadag Tt
agr Yy fasrag @ww 0
After 38%, Bs.4 ins, 43* (cf. v. 1. 110).

105 Ks Da1 Gt om. 105. — All MSS. (Dis
missing) excopt Ko.s3-+ Vi Dr Dis T2 Gius-s M
transp. 105 and 106 ; for sequence cf. also v.1. 104,
— ®) T1(here and generally in foll. st. up to 156,
like Gt) gyt (for 7gr). Ms gaqg., De-12 s g
q. — °) Vi 'glwt; G2 ‘whmt. — °) K1 “faw
quy. — After 105, V1 ins. stanzas 37%-38* (cf. v.
1. 104). For the sequence of Dr cf. v. 1. 104.

106 Dr reads 106 after 109. In Dio, 1(6 is
ins. in marg. For sequence cf. also v. 1. 104 and
105, — *) Ks.e B (B illegible) Dr (except Dr1)
De-s *sygzt. — ¢) Gs.3 "mgargi. — After 106, Gu.s
read 103: Bs (in brackets) Dr ins. 43* (cf. v. L.
110): Das, 38* (of. v. 1. 104). — Ko-8.6 Bi.s.a
Da Dn Di.s~11.14 T1 ins. after 106: X, after 41*
(of. v. 1. 107): V1 Bs, efter 43* (cf. v.1. 110):
D1, 4m, after 37%: Dis, after 38* (cf. v. 1. 104):

8 (2nd ed.)

wiRad

[1.1.108

TN e Yo

YRRt SRyt 39 |
pder, fETaat qoea’

ag1 A fstam @97 1) Lo
TN TR qTH-

AR S Jaee |
Ryt s AETeRAl

qg1 Ay o g9 | 2o<

40* vt ameat w i
garfireReaat Rezgly:

AR TAAWT AR
ag Ay freag dwg o

[ %) Ko "gt ultass; Ks Dus gt ulirasai.
— ) Ks.e gm@q gaag. Ko gymat; Ke fraar;
Ks Da fyadt (for feaat). Ks Rrqut ¥ ax gt
gaeaar; Dis Frown 3 sufdraesix’. ]

— Aftor 40%, Ks reads 1009.

107 For the sequence of Dr of, v. 1. 104, — *)
Ks “qt ara qet; Du *qt ax dut; G1-s.1 °qi at g
swt. Ke Vi B D (Dis missing) ax (De.1.0 agg)
(for ara). D1 °q fysraras ¥ Dis °q fastaran
9°; T M g gaowsg qa; Gi-e g gauwsa qu.
— %) T2 mggnw«at; G et qutears; o ggram.
G1 gig 9. — K ins. after 107: Ko, after 40*
(cf. v. 1. 106): Kas, after 109:

41* gy Frodt at gawor

HRIATATAYFOEE FL=diy |
qat geRt wew aeg f ad-
w1 Aray frsrarg da
[°) Ks g& s a% 9l g3a. |
After 41*, Ks ins. 40* (cf. v, 1. 106). — In Gs

tho sequence of st. from 107 to 147 is in utter

confusion ; it is here completely ignored.

108 Ksom. 108, — *) Ds srasrat; Dio wa’.
— %) Drsis g & — °) D12z Ts G1 gront; Ga
aaty; Gs quut; M (except M1) gy (for wxr’).
— Do-11.14 8 ins. after 108 ( Gu-s, after 109):

42* gAY FATRY T1Av

semTT R e g |
IVUARTAFETATG qar
T Ao A | 0
[*) Do-1m.1¢ Tz Ga.s "qidy=; G Me "qiiy g. Gs

[ 17 ]
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1.1.109]

AT TTRA
A TeaE Ay 93 |
mmmwwm
a1 AR R T ) 2]
g B weed
TRCRGITIRE T |
AL R e g5 ) L2

°q ®atq; Me °y wmig. Mis °q giggaeaas,
— *) Do-n.1s T1Gu-s "memgfafin: g°. — °) Gi-o
wragEaT; M. 2 g qraby. |

109 Ko om. 109. Ksreads 109 aftor 40* (cf.
v. 1. 106); for the sequence of Dr cf. v. 1. 104.
— ®) Ke V1 B D (Dis missing) "qag«# (D2 as in
text; Dis °q qizgal); S °q =gar (G1as in text; Gs
*q widq). Trdgust. — °) Ke fwgaand; Go '3q.
— ?) K¢ V1B D (Dis missing; D1t as in G below)
aragad; G (except Gi.6) °85’l"'(; M1 speqrq ag (for
sy ag). — After 109, Dr reads 106, and Gi-s
ins. 42* (of. v. 1. 108).

110 G1 om. 110. For sequence of Dr cf. v. 1.
104, — %) Mi gunepwift’.  Go “srrifsfyama. — °)
G1.8 apfratd. Krgfia; Bam.s.a Da Dra( by corr.)
M Cd gfn®; G af’. Ks ggad. — Kus.aim.e
Bi.sm DaDn Di-3.11.15. 14 ins. after 110: Vi, after
35* (cf. v. 1. 104): Bs.4, after 38* (cf. v. 1. 104):
Dr, after 166: Dao. 10, after 45*: Ti, after 44*:

43* g1l WEFATEAR

qrerAT T I |
R fafar srfaw
g e fasrarg a0

[®) Dn Duns gyzrmw. Ks aigx; Dr qgu; Tt
wet. |
~ Ki.3.6 V1 B (except Bs) D (Dis missing) ins.
after 43*: Ko.2.4.8 T, after 110:

44* gmawgaat auard

li{e amwfamsday |
T W RS
o AN fasEmy dag 0

[ srgwoftad

AN TR |

qunTd Wtewegiy ot |
AR [ TUTRTEY

AT A R @7 1 228
FEPATE NTIEARTEAT

T AT T |

At gt wie W@t
a1 T g gsm LR

[ ) Ks V1D (except Da D1; Dis missing ) gtes”;
T: sraw’. Ko “sffra; K2-s Dn De T1 “ggs; B
(B4 om.) Da Dr Di-4.6-13 ‘garg. — °) Ko Bs garer
ar’. KsDuwmiar'. Ksaq gamst 9o @@t . |
After 44*, Drreads 112. — Doe. 10 Sins. instead after
110 ( Ty, after 43*; Gy, after 109 ): Dis, after 44:

48* g dqerTgS
qrugt: g& afd qadE |
aHRS FFTEHSTH
azT AR TSy g

[ %) Gos *mfags; M ‘sng’. — °) M i,
— ) Do.10 Go agrepifad’; D awnzsiqiad’;
G1 agmrzei Wy, O ‘e, Ti1Ge M gggar
TVETT | WE. ]

111 In Bs, 111 is ins. in marg. For the
sequenoce of Dr cf. v. 1. 104. — °) Ks ggumat; Do
Gs °7iiy, — After 111, Dr reads 109.

112 In Bs, 112 is ins. in marg, In Dr the
sequence from 106 is: 106, 43* and 44* (of. v. 1.
110) and then.112. — ?) Ki.4 om. g=y; Ks.6 Ba.s
Da Dns Ds.7.10~12.14 T2 G (except Gi.4) M1 gg;
Dn1 Ds gy, Katigarqr. Ko.2.38 Bim.s.2 DaDns
Dr (oxcept Dr1) Gs.s.e.1 “Rifira; Ko "gifad; Cs
‘glar. Mi‘omdda. Ko sigddg fifiw ar. — )
Ks De-nsgggar. K1 °gY wamai; Cr @Yy R,
— D4 ins, after 112:

46% qurald Aredt drade
ardiat (sio) Arfrat T |
FqE AT Nadg
I Ard fsrg d@ag 0

[ 18 ]



L WYY ]

TR THERW T
AR O &g |
1. hITFTII T §%

qg Ay Ream &7 1 LR
TZY AHEHAT TR

S Orea dA T |
R, T8 wRHA

qgT AR foEw g7 1 288
qEPAN qepat AT

gt FGRTAGAT |

[1.1.117

At TG TR T
X T e d9g 1 A%
RN ARTEES
TR SRR |
gt wy ghfia
qqT A s 97 1 928
TZIAY AR at
FUTGA A TEH |
IE T AWTH AL
AT A Ry &5 0 L

113 *) Ks qfig®; Dr1 ggr° (for qmp°). — %) Ko
Vi gnd; Ds @ng &gan (sic); De-s.13 gg; Do-n
gury; Go.8 da: (for ga). — °) Ko gwregswar;
Ks.« B Da D8 G (except G1; Gi before corr.)
*gaear; Do Dr D e-1s “sgifama; Ds qanawifiag; D
*zgenr (for gwrgemsy). Ko B D (except Dis; Dis
missing ) ﬁganui; V1 sygpauen; T G5 fygaar; G
frgaar; Mis qg”; Ms.« gggar; Cd fagas (as in
text). Ks ‘emifeqgaas @’. Mi ga (for mgs).
— Ki-8.4 (marg.)s V1 B D (except Dis; Dis
missing ) T1 ins. after 113 ( Dr, after 49*):

7% qravg 7 PrgAawET
IEPHETTFA@A: qUTAYT |
frozny gy g at-
T S s d97 0

[*) Digqmeamafa’; B'ggua f&’; Dru g
smaafa’. XKaoB DaDr (except Drs) T1 grasmma.
— *) K1 atggar ]

St. 49* (given below) is ins. in K4 (marg.) after,
in Dr before, 47*. — D1 8 (except Gr; for G1 see
below) ins, after 113: De-n, after 47*:
48* graity ATAATHTAAR
EqEar At |
FaFqleR gaeuwet
T Ay e dqg
49* usivg At afis
fagfrd sy wnd |
Frqud Wadda s
T e s s N

[ 48* *) Ts *gr@rq. . Dis corrupt. Gs *q gga:
qiggar. — °) Dis T2 Gs siesga”.  Ma “mrsvenma-
F1af @umg. Do-11 Ta Gs.oaco stswgamaenR®Ei
aF®. — °) Do-n T1 Gs “yyqmramfy’; Pu Ma
‘gieggaeafy’; Gs "yraga: qigs’; G “oianrn
anfa’; Gs “yigwmwfu'; Co “yiepwaaniu’. M
‘. — 49* *) Gu.s g (for guR). ]

— Gh ins, after 113:
50* gy TqA: qUGTAT
argrracicat dend: |
FARqTRAAN |y
gy wrate freraw dwg 0

114 Ds G1 om. 114, — %) Dus gHygswmi (for
). KiGrgfig. — °) Gi'gafd. — °) KsGs
frozosy; G frwosY (sie). D Gs Mus °at
agraat.  Gs fyozosy wgat wymeAat.

115 Kitransp. 115 and 116, — ®) Gis gra”’.
— %) Ki-as °g wEqag. — °) Gi-e g (for 7).
K¢ "gregand.

116 Ki transp. 115and 116, — %) Kz.8 " faer.
Dr om. w-. Kes maarg’; Gr ‘swan’. — Ks om,
116, — °) Du. . 8-11.1 Gs apafrfipog: ; Dr. 12 Gs ",

117 Kie B D (Dis missing) transp. 117 and
118. — ®) Do Gs ‘Fr rax’. Viggarawas. Da
it d (for gyar). & Arj: wxa gl arawm: quz 1B
— *) Ks.s Gra.1 egr. - K1.0 B D (except Dus; Dis

missing) ‘& = wvqw.
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[+ AR P4
B8.1. 1,173
K. L1 W7

1. 1. 118] ¥ i [ srgwrofred
I AT TR RGNS TRISTEa

FAteHAT qIURATy e | a1 A e @97 11 2R
a@mt Tt AR e TrAN F0 I e

|7 AR Qs 9w 0 Q%¢
LA ForgATAeat
Mg FaT AT FaE |
d ArAH TR A
g Iy R 5w 0 2R
TRV TERY T
YRHERIRAGAY |
ATt g4t Aifeeaat FIA
g AN A d@3g | (R0
AN At T
amtﬁm:rfamaml

118 Kue B D (Dla mlssxn,,) trump 117 and
118, — *) Ks “at ng=:; Du Ao av’. — — %) Bs
Dr (except Dra) °¥f gfye. Dus galef & gtwami 1.
— %) K1 V1 B D (except Dns Dg-11.13; Dni ns
erroneously ; D18 missing) Nilp qeigmar (for g=aat
at). Ks Do "sif Qwar; B1 Dre “mRaw’; Druas
“a¥qur’; Ds-u ‘& Fww’; D "g @swr. — N
(K4 marg. ; D13 missing) T1 ins. after 113:

51* gy BrERFAT Four
MRUREE SEICE S
wH wmwﬁ w I
aq ey Rawg a9

[?) Ks grarid. Ko.s.8 Du °% gramm 64
V1 qurd st — ) Ks @ 3. ]

119 %) G l.z"g;ﬂmqui. — %) Dus gig: wam;
G (excopt Gs) 1§ w@r. — ‘) K1« Dr (except
Drs) Gi-s M gqaa; Gr “Azd.

120 K1 Dus transp. 120 and 121. For Gr see
below. — %) Gu.s 8% said. — °) Bs g@wr’; T3
Gi.s g&#r’; Gs ggR@a”. — °) Gi1eniat; Ge-s agi.
Gs. s ga: (for gut). — Gr subst.l for 120: T Gi-s
ins. after 120;

52* qmietig argRY wAnR
WFETR wEArcaasiy |

4
|
|

TR AR gem i |
feean {ATTEW ST

T TR S 9w 0 4R’R
T A AT

FUT JEeTRIRTY |
sfoguEtaTi Rt

T AN e g9 1 2R3
TZTAT FIRSAHTA

TR HgHAsHA A |
FOU BHERAE TR

Q1 A=A e @99 | 229

nft{mmmgu&wa
azn ara fasamg dwg

[*) G1gamasm. Gt “gar &w gafy’. ]
121 Ds om. 121. K1 D transp. 120 and 121.

— ?) Ks Bi De-s.12 T1 (by corr.) Ga.a.5 qgr 31",

— °) Gu.seprfirqr. Ko'qr fyg’; Vi'qiw 1°.

122 Ge M1 om, 122. Ks (in which st. 122 is
partly illegible) ends with % * * T{qr; next folio
(8) is missing. — *) Gy garg (for FFTT).
aird. Ko Bis.s Dn Dr Ds-1s g7 ot fswgans
14 ; B2 Da Dy, with this reading, ins. -gfrg after
ggl. — °) Kie V1 B D (except Da1 Dn Ds; D13
missing) Sgaw. P Gr g3fq. — °) M (Ma
om.) ¥at gfim’. Ke Vi1 B D (D1 missing) =nfy
(Ds as in text; Do.s.o ify); S (Ge Miom.) yx:
(for &x). Ks agnymgassior 3.

123 Ks Gr om. 123, — ®) D1 Gs gqu (for
ayr). Ko wifed =mw’. — °) G qaify’; M
wgran (for gar’).

124 Grom. 124, — ?) Ko mza@ wifiw’; Ge.9
¥y, — °) D1 flzamdda. G} fy %, Dnu
w (for ¥). — °) Ko guet @¥; Ta Cr. s g’

Ks g

[ 20 ]



$iT AN ]

TR Wticegasly
iceaicicecRuinic
Rt FREY Tere-
W AR Gt A N ARY
S T ek
T ARSIy |
Enen A TR
a1 ARy feEm &1 1l 8R%
N AN TAW
¢ it afid Rergy: |
{S FAT AARAIIT-
SHEREEERIR e HTIRET

125 ©) Bs De Gs.8 ftan’. Ko °“sifq; Ki.oe
Vi Dr Du °gqur (Dra °§5). — °) Gs “g wgmi.
— *) Bs V1 Gs(before corr.).s 5 |gi; Gs 7 agi.
K1 ‘goga cmia’; Ks ‘zigd tawyg; Ko missing;
Ko V1 Bi-s Da Du Ds.4-0.8 “geqa wgqma’; Ba ‘gean
o’ ; Dr goqd =ama’; D1 “grogd wqma’; Ds “geady
zara’; D “gega =nfa’; Do “fyead =gqma’; Dio
‘fud wmawy; Dn “fvad wnfrey; Du wad
qQwmaa:; T G Ms “gga aww’; G2 “fyud wgaey;
s "gfawd vea’s Gus "fRud aw’; Go gaad @’
G Ewﬁ w3 Mas °'5'{q% gq&q. Cd mentions
&Y. — Ki-4,6 V1 B D (Dis missing) T1ins.
after 125:

53% gty WA dey
w4 g fafgs anfideorn |
AWTHY: qUIEAT: Nger-
| A fasam dwg 0

[ *) Ks.s g =matdor; Ka Da Da.o. s-11 qrigdds,
K¢ wa (for gex). — °) Koo gegfifgar; Ko g
wfud. — °) Ksa fag. Kend fedi: areda:
x|

126 Dis om. 126. — ?) Gi-s "eqxq=.

127 Kiom. 127. — *) Da-s 33 fi¥; S (except
Gi-o.1 M) gg 5. Ko gnfyd; Dos Dugifia®; Gaee
q&.; Gy qWET. — °) Ts tg‘r; Ga fmt;Gﬂ Aar;
G figen (for gear).  Bs “gyefrgisg (m as in text).

iR

[1.1.180

TR Jiaay T
qeftaT AR |
B afdd qx s
T AN A g9 | LRe
TRAN ghadt T I
FRRTHRIH FAT |
e TTEERT sqIeea-
SHEIRRREERip it B IEEL

T 0 AR
Frgrrmant R |

T TSRl
a1 AN e g9 | Q30

128 *) M (except M1) "q qryaey mqra (Ms °}).
— %) Ks Dr.1s 8 (except M1) °gref; Do quafransy.
K2 Ds-s f3d°; Ks qifyy". Ksa.s Dn1 Ds.s-3. 10-12
A wrdAe; Dus Qrfad wry’; Ga-o ¥ qrwgdt. — )
K1 G (for ). Ga-o a1t figemtslt areharaamar.

129 ®) Ko.s.s V1 B (B1 partly illegible) Da Dr
Di-s.0.8 Nilp g1 a7g: ww'; K1 Dro-1 " aryg:
% ; Ki Gi Mes ‘Zig % ; Ks missing; Ks
Gs.8.1 gArg 97 ; Dn g1 argsr”; Ds “qrang g’
M °g -angmﬁ s g4:. Cd mentions gr. & Arj.:
gEAIAE: 1% — In B, 129%% is rubbed off and
illegible. — %) Ko.1 V1 B Dn Dr Ds Ms ‘gtur;
Da D110 “&tAY; M1 “@tasy. — °¢) Ga.r om. 1397
Ko.2 Da T1 sqriyga; Ks V1 fiqga:; Ke Bas D
(D1s missing ) frqafy (for Da see above; D2 sgrt-
fa); Bs sftqad; Gus sqragfe. % Arj.: fidafy
g qis: | $ Bi marg. gloss: syrwia rew
qfeaga:. T Go fied argneanagamagar. K fred
argt Aedr fnfwdfy agaamn @'; Gas faed
aregng Rorr g ifiawmat agr ',

130 Gi2om. 130-1, — %) Ko ﬁﬁmﬁ'ﬂ'. Du
AR, — %) Ko.s.4 V1 D (Dis missing) Ge-s
firgdtag, (Ds a7d’); Ko wigsta. Di-o gy’
— *) 8 (Gs om.) aig (for ). G1qiffmsy. Ko
V1 B D (except Da Drs; Dis missing ) 3rgaqrq. Tz
A &&; Ta Go.v M i gftr. Ka subst. 131° for 130°.
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xen
ke

-
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N
]

8

1.1.181]

’mbﬁ'i FIEg I AR

sSqA AT AR |
AR A

qay A e 5w 232

maﬁva{aﬁm

mﬁﬁnﬁmu I8 |
R Az ok aRe

s ionlcepichice M IREE
ity afemd T

A EA GEEW TYT: |
TERAT: NI

SECETTak ce S REE
ARy e

TR qE |
N g S g

mmﬁﬁammn 239

131 @iz om. 131 (ef. v. 1. 130).
and 132. — *) Go g Sraien’. V1 ‘grendraT.
— %) Vi D Mu safeg’. Gron ‘aiang; Gas
‘. — Giom, 131°% and 132. — °) K, ‘FEHG-
gy (cf. 130°).

132 Giom. 132 (ef. v. 1. 131). M transp. 131
and 132. — °) Da "ggor; Dre.rs “myo. — ) Gs
fiwar €. Ks qmeie; Go.s i

133 Gs om. 133, — *) V1 g; Da -miop:; Ds

Dc-—um& (for mq) M qmamqﬁnwga
e, — °) Ko @ fyear; lemm Dr1°§ gan;
Ds °§f gear; M (excopt Ms) grqr @, — *) Du 7.
8 (Gs om.) "gar (G1.3 “vat) wegy (G wfimegy)
m§° (Gs °§q={; Gs °§;q'€|; Mi s “wma: ).

134 *) Ka T1Ge-6 g arfirg’. — °) G ggr:q:
K1 G-y Ma.« g, (for spaveg). Du n?amw
pyragt:; Ts ﬁmﬁw‘r gy, — °) Va “Ba
D (Dis missing ) M« sgrqraes (D2 as in text; Dr.1s
q?rm-g‘)- B2 ﬁng’g (m °g€5) Ko.2-¢ Bs.s Dr
Fomay'.

135 Ditom. 135, — b) Vi g&giﬁ ﬁqﬁé;
8 (except G1.5.v M13) gt way (Ma.¢ way) REg

[

M transp. 131

_mé

[ &~ maviive

TS Araary SR

qidit) g A |
gaat Pt Tgas 9 39

T AR A 9T 0 3k

R ATz |

[ q‘_gﬁ m

agT AN s @57 1 238
TP TEAAITEE

Wi fagan e |
Ry ﬂﬁTﬁﬂMv A

iy Y ﬁsmm L IRED
TN awwm

LGIE? ggm'«r e |
A1 JTF T AT FOT

iy am% ﬁﬁmm mw 1 236

; D11 om.) Mus
Gs.8.7

°) Vi B D (Dis missing
gt @orr; Ts gmat Noir. Ms g (for q).
@A

136 Dsom. 136. — ) K4 D2 G1.4 (before corr. )
wita”; Dus miarame (for syr=a® ). — °) Di.o-s.20-12.24
Tigweg. G 'qrarggata’. Ki “framge; Ko
Bim "eggy agw:; Dr1 g’ Dus qofragggry; Ga.s
@ gE; G4 “mgamarg. T gt qrdsana-
@g’. — ¢) Ko Dr (except Dr1) Ds.s.10 gEar;
Di.6.8.1s gwwr; Du gwr. Ki xgs; Vi Des.wo 8

. “gi& (T2 as in text; Gy ‘g).

137 Kiom. 137. Gstransp. 137 and 138, — ¢)
K13y arig; Ko Vi Dn D15 “eqriig. — ') Dn
Ds.e.10 frgat. Ko Dns Dr1 Ds T Mi giggs; Va
miag ; D1 |rda”; G Ma-¢ wsqa’ (Gio as in Dug;
Gsas in text). — ) Ds gwaraary; Mis °=q"‘rm.
D1 Gi-s “meqizdas; Gi-s °m=mwg'fq:; M (except
M) “remmorgi. Gt qrorg@men(y (for arfiar’).

138 Dsom. 138. Gstransp. 137 and 138, — %)
Ko argr; K1.4 *go7; V1 "ge; D1 8 (except T1)
‘g5, Ke BD (Dsom,; Dis missing) gLEE (Das
fire’) (for gz°). — *) D1¢ Ma-4 i wrir:; Ga-s Ma

22



S BAUGA |

TP wuidibic O

TR gl I |
qgRIEn T i i

R TN R g9 0 LR
mﬁuﬁuﬁﬁiifm

FO FpitnE O T |
I TN

aZn A e /99 1 {ve

T T Wt

f=ai gfte sdfat araa= |
TNHY TN TSy

I AR R q57 1 18

G FOTSIHIRTI

I8 gt G i |

;-G

‘MF. G2 gegmumg; M (except Mis) “wrst.
— *) Ko Dr (except Drs) Dis Ts G (except Gr)
qtd. Ka ot (for queofz). Drs az (for g3).

139 %) Da-a wymmiadl’; G1 agr . K (except
Ks.0) Daqg” (for gza” ). — *) Ds “angeg wof <.

140 Ds om, 140; Gs.7 M1 om. 140-1. — ) 8
(Gs.1 Ma om.) gaisiig . — °) Mas i 7',
D ‘ysty 5. K2 fty; Gs.s qed; Go.o @y (for
). — °) G (except G1; Ga.1 om.) ARFTHIS.
Dio. 11 FequT.

141 Gea.v Miom. 141 (cf. v. 1. 140). S (except
T Gy, and Gs.1 M1, which latter om. 141) transp.
141 and 142; Gs (hapl.) om. 141% the prior half
of 1413, the latter half of 142° and 142°%, — ?) Ka
De.s.o % wdf@at. Csae wive gwwt zifwat &',
— *) Ko pogfis. De-13 “gxi.

142 For tho sequence of G and M cf, v. 1. 141,
— ®) Ko gg; Dn Dic.11 Gs g% (for gq). — ) Ks
Ds Ta Ge.1 gqyr; Gs.4 My gy (for gqyr).

143 %) K3 pior sarday. — °) Bus D
°Sr sgfa”; B2 Da De-o "Raren’; Bs “& & 21°; Da.s
‘wreieg’; G 'gag. — °) K1 fagmer; Ke Bim

Ds Ge fygrar.
144 Dioom. 144. Kai.s.s transp. 144 and 145.

[1.1. 145

T I qAY qoqU9

mmﬁwmu 28R
TAY AN

wgﬁﬂmﬁmml

TR TR AT
it seie K oo S RTE]
&‘ﬁ'q"aﬁ ? °
AL AT AwAA |

m@wgw

a1 N ST g9 | Q8w

73T 240 e Horgy
v fsane fgd |

AT TAAFIOSAAT
T Y Py €T 1 0 Siime

— ®) Dns Ds Gs & (for §-). — ®) K (except
Ki.4.5) Vi D (except Da Dr Ds; Dio om.; Dis
missing) wfigs. Tr !lu;n:a‘; Ts Ge M 7iyg° (M
ae’). — °) Ks farq g, Koo Ga gg; G weag
(for g:&) Ke B D (D10 om.; Dis missing) fga-
gatx (D1 ga3wmta; Ds as in text; De-o.11.1e
ATE Huid); V1 qedvqaid (for quud g°). Dus
‘g srguTH. — After 144, Ks reads 147 and Ka
ins. 54* (cf. v. 1. 145).

145 XKui.s.8 transp. 144 and 145. — %) Ds Ma
T ; G1. 2. 4.5 agy (for qan). — °) Ko “grorgd;
Ks Dio (ff over ) Ms °g gg°. — °) Du Gagmr’
(for 717°). — Ks.4.6 Dn Dr Di.s.¢.8-111ns, after
145: Kj, after 144: IXo.s Da.s, after 147:

54* s WrAANA NF
™ W iy paaaw
frranfid egasm Wva
aq AR frsram S
[*) Ko.2-¢ 7 gawaw; Ko omey 7; D1 qonsdtdm. |
Ks cont.:
55* st Wrwwwiongst
1 A M Fraas |
e 7t gEOS g
o sy o dxg 0
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1. 1. 146 ]

AT FOTHedwa? &

g QA seTaTeay |
afweargat fEg T

A2 A A q97 1) Q88
T YT FT 7

AR FAHGH " |

g A s g9 | 199
Tt fed Wt

W FE P aq |
AZT /YW TN T3 7 F

Em’iﬁﬁaﬂméﬂll 98¢
R AR i T

mmzf?gaml
gd AW HELAA a9

AT AN B d507 11 999

[ st paviive

TR A b T

T& T @R A |
T fd et

T A R g z«o
qﬂ’?ﬁ 'lL&illFl : {idl-

FTEIEY TELA Y |
Fwdor ydga: g9 A

qZT A A 9 1 Q4

qgraTd ffraiEm T

AGIE WReE A |
frem ?:aiﬂgmm |

i inclcoeicR cod [RAT

A Ayt

ARG T |
Fd fwcanaTd T

A m@r ﬁﬁwm 47 |1 g

146 Ba Ds.1.12 om. 146.
and 147. — *) V1 gotwgmg ', — °) Ka &
gaged. Du ‘gagr; G (oxcept Go) “gawt. — ©)
Ks gfwg. Vi Q= gq‘ﬁ; De.s-n °3-€5; Gs.1 ‘ged;
Cd °@ (ns in text).

147 DBiDsom. 147. Ks reads 147 after 144;
Ks Cd transp. 146 and 147. — ®) Dn ‘g q gi.
— After 1477 folium partly damaged in Ks. — (i1
om. 147°%, — °) Du Fifgfgé. Kis Dn Da qaTs
wgd; Ks Mo grew’; Ko gegamd’; D Fzqa’; T 01
M-+ gaaarafye (T "gafyor); Gsi-o gmad’;
Gs srwan: aued.  Cd syadga. — After 147, Ga
reads 150 and Ko. s Ds.4 ins. 54* (cf, v. 1. 145).

148 Gt read 150-1 between 147 and 14 8.
— *) Ks "¢ wgostga & — °) Kigai wg vt
Mi’qg3. — °) Kowgr; KeDs.uasg; Vi Dn Dus
GrLaog (forg). Due %ot (for we0y).

149 ) K1-4 Bi Dr Da.s.9-11 T2 G (except Gs. o)
Mi wok. — °) Ks mrfed . Du gqreami.
— *) Ku @ (for Ganiy).

150 In G1, 150 follows 147 (cf. v. 1. 148).
= %) K15 V1 Dr Ds-a.3 G110 grimitm; T ‘A ;
Gs qrEaed; Gr miaqgy, — %) Ki transp. % qEn

[ 2¢

Ks Cd tmm;p. 146

(m") zmd ?"ITIEF{ (m ) Ko.1.1 Du AHYET; Kl
ViBiasm D (except Ds; Dis missing ; for D14 see
above ) “gr¥; Ko Bs.s T1 “gigy; Gs. 1 "§=q.

151 Duom. 161. — %) Ksz.8 Ds-11 Cd °wqrs.
— *) K1 Vi B D (oxcept Ds.4; Dis missing; D1s
om.) weat (for argr-). De-12 g (for gx). Ko g7
mar ar. — ) Gi wgfg°. Ko.s.4 Dn Drs-rs
D1s.6.8.9.11.12 Mr.s gyiia:; K2 Dr1 D7 qig®; K
add”; Ko(m %) &°; Daad’; Dewrd’. K gegs
Ge gai=q. Ga.v Ao WRANT gtq. — In G,
148 follows 151 (cf. v. 1. 148).

152 %) Ko ‘wi=ga; K1 gt wra; Ke B D
(except Ds.1s; D1s missing) “wqifigm-; M °qraTy-.
— %) K1 e g%; BiDsamig. Ki 2o 83

Ks Dr1 wz@wa’; Kie feeng’; K qromvan’;
V1 Ds sigsiarg geat; B Da Dn Dre-rs Di-s.0.v.12
T M1 fzema’; M-+ zeas’. — °) Vigd v
(for fegr ¥&).

153 %) Dn srfwad:. — %) T1 Ga gear; Gs

garg (for yag). Ko.e Drirs Dii qumem;
D3-2. 4 Gs.1qreng.  Ds “Feggans; Dus Fareng’.

— °) Du g& ¥ @°. G1 degAy wwy w; e
“gaTEgE 9; G ‘g’

]



3. BHVITT ]
S B HrATT-

ATYTAT TS T, |
FEATFEATRE T

qZT Y oA @57 1 AU
T ARSI

g Weleacrkeu T |

AAAAA AARAA AAAAAN

FREAT AR X T
a1 A s @51 Uy
d FYAT TH
AT T NI A |
goaa: ¥ QNG

154 “") Dis ¥y g arx aar. Ko gxsr; K
frsqu’; D1 qww'. °) K1 °gamdft’; Vi1 Dus
FaE ;G g am. Ko “figmmarm m. Gs
& & frodra ' G1 % & frgdr (om. wy); M %
amafii g o' :

155 ¢) Da’qfiwfar’. — °) Vigsh; Bam.sm
T Ms gxeqn.  Ge "gx’ (for "ma’). K: gw w&t-
gear ga ; K¢ wmegwar @w; Ko D (Dis
missing ; for D11 seo helow ) weftegzaarasy (Drirs
“weat wae; D2 “wqr o Ds “seamay; D1 Cwmn
srmw; Ds “gmr mas; D “wenmay) sw@or (Droas
q|or); Me grean wetegwARn. D g sigas
smig. — °) Kiafera. ViDuagw; T1Gage

156 °) Kaz.8.4 (before corr.) Dns Jqizi. Bl
Da qrzmata; D11 Ma qum’; Gr qieq (om. H{id).
K¢ B (excopt Ba) D (except Ds.4.14; Dis missing)
Ge gz, — Dio.11 T1 Gu.2.4.5 ins. after 156%8;

56* geframatfa g¥: wfkgi
SEEOCREELICEE LR
— °) Ko.2.5 Ds.1s M1 °gF Fmd. — %) Ko
(before corr.) grqra; K1 g (sic); Ks gywra;
Ds gqwr; De-n 8 mgat (Gr w@at; Ma qga:); D
giga (for grzig). — Deo.s T1 Ga. 4.8 ins. after 156:
5T* g1 wig gfadisy ga
"avuss gadtas € |
dfaraana frfiagfa:
Fasgal afwsnanta Ash

[ Do.s read (in®) ‘aey ¥, (in *) ‘fhamrary,

(in?) °at =rfir’. ] :
4 (2nd ed.)

ofyad

[1.1.159

QRGNS T 1| Q4§

N

AT AR gAqEaT

aq 353 fafratafiog |
FA FE TH qOLIA

qH TEIHATS TR | Q19
FE I3 T I gar N

TS ORI ¥ 4 |
A fafravdi Ryl

afee A o g | e
THAT AFITRAT AE AT w0y |

LE ﬁm—ﬁ Gl :r:’ﬂ ﬁaaseﬁa TR Eii

157 °) Kis Vi BD (st missing ) fygfy: fag"
(Ds géqg D1s as in text); K -fiqr f7°; Ku gy
7°; Ks Te Gr.s.4-0 Mas geg: qfy°; Ko ﬁqfqé&';
Gr gear @fg’; M1 45t R° (for qum: fyg’). Gs
agraen afafrd’.  T1agr sigiy oto. — °) Vi Ds
Gr ¥ (for 1), Ko g®'; Dr (oxcept Dr1) @rad:;
Ds. 6. 8 gegd (for gegd ). — %) T1°3g w1q”; G1.1. 4.8
*s% fa’; Oo “sq ara’.  Ki “qen: (for “qg).

158 *) Da g (for z3). T g gadmn. Ko
Ds *qu: gar; Go.4.8"qu: 7. Go.v "qray v, — °)
Ds qizamg. — °) Viwe®'. Kes Vi Mifagfa-
“ear ; Ka (before corr.) “faganr’; Di10.11 T1 G 9.4.5
Ms. s “greaifyan’ ; Dis “sreggan”; Mo "griwwgan”. Dras
gar Eafadgar; Do Gar wpan famanfrar. Ko
sttt g 4. — ¢) Ko g; Os s (for
gmy). Ka grs; Ko Vi B D (for Ds soe below;
D1s missing ) Ma.s 3¢%; T1 frsgY; T3 Gs (by corr.)
o (for frmy ). Ds aferegd #ast®’. — Gr.as
ins. after 158:

68* gresrfrewr afafaderast
fagfrar ggudiegat 71

159 ) Ko.s aafafs’; Ks axfafasfor; Ko oqg
fa=tidr; Ko Gs savqfa’; T M d@gacqor (M1as in Ga
below ) ; G gegvaawtoi; G2 Tava’; Go.1 wgfreiidr.
K1 Vi B D (Dis missing) gaeadia fafm (Ds
FEEHA faehor; Du anmiaw f1°); Ko sneada
f1". Cd amwr (asin text). — ) Ds.o wtgar’; Ds
awaify’. M (excopt Mi) ®r. — °) Ki.e D1 gaprs
G (except Gs.0.1) grit. T1 ay gwar; T2.Ce A 5.

[ 25 ]



xXwo

1.1.160] TERA [ srawaofied
i gy yaugsy fee T i | STICARIGIERY | TFRAfaRae: |l 2]

giga: gauam: G99 I | Q&
W gy T Tt v fraard 1 288
d @ AR i RFwd wsialas |
T g i 1) 28R
ZGRIGIE 3 TFT MEARFAE S |

2N FTA ARZ T frwa 1| 963
weeg ALY I AGPRAT T |

K3 Davro-15.14 “m3q (for °&y). G (except Ge)
WA — ¢) T frerer

160 DBefore 160, K1 B2 Dn Dr ins. ﬁ[ﬁwa;
Disgag’. — %) Kasg; Ga.1 M -fy (for syg). — °)
Ds ﬁf;g’&ég Bs T ;zsrzf; Dis Gs g §=£:'. — )
Gr *user. — Aftor 160, Ko Di.2.4.8-11 ropoat
96" (v. L wrk e for & &%),

161 Boforo 161, Ke Bs (marg.).+ Dr Dis.e.14
T1 ins. yapg 3719, — °) Go gifisar’. — )
K1 aify; Ko ag; Bs gra; D ify; Ga gx (for rfy).
Mg (for 7). Kesamw'. D: «re #1e g 3@
shfag anay at.

162 Bofore 162, K4 (marg.).e B D (oxcept Ds;
Dis missing) ins. ﬁrfamra, Tn Dsg, 162 is ins. in
marg. — %) T1 Go Ma.s aag a1". K (oxcopt Ko)
Vi Ds faga (for aifys). Du g (for H+).

— %) Bim ggég (for 7#t"). — N (except Ko Ds;

Ksmarg. sce. m.; Dis missing) T1 ins. after 162¢°:
O9* famgea gy A gaa gA: g |

[ Ko V1 fagua ggﬁg:; D (except Dn Dr Ds;
Dis missing ) “gre !ﬁé‘g ]
— ) Kigmgenfa®; Ke - - qifi”; Bi(m as in text)
Dagarfe’; Da"gfn’; Dras "garfa’ ; Ga. s 6.6 gagarfon”.
Ds g sftang; G srfranar (Go sty fi°). — %) Ts
SERTE |

163 Before 163, Ks.e B D (except Da; Dis
missing ) ins. gorg 3193 T2 G g5gq:. — Dsom. 163~
189°%, ins. marg. o gy fga. — 2°) DoGas.y
‘grf@. V1B D (excopt Da Ds-4; Des. 18 missing)
Gs Msy Ts; T o ; Ga-e Ma. o et G ol
Miqsied. Gr.e 1 wrg weree ; ML s “agmagen:.

oy gt e wigraeRa: |
AR IF T AT T4 TSI T4 1 8%
Tt wewd it gwd Sat w |

gavd aed T T a1 245
Mg g =0 Fafwi fEy |
FafemREmrEi wwEey 1 28
e AWMEATE T AR T |

i e 3 il e 1| 25

Ks syagmafer azat * * * * qggrge (rost missing).
— °) Go g g=ma. — *) K1 azgw =

164 Diom. 164-165%*, — ®) Dr (except Dr1)
agfy’. Gus "gm w — *) Ks mrafz”; G (except
G1) sran f1°. Ko "maga:; Gr "gyaen.

165 D1 om. 165%, — ) Ks Drs De-10.11 .E‘
qzfaron; Du 'g1 g{', — % Ka mar; Ks’q:; B D
(Ds. 13 missing ) “aisy.

166 %) Ko Fa; K1.s.6 V1B D (except Ds-11;
Ds.18 missing ) T1 Gs qyz7 ; K ¥af (for Feg). Gr.as
frr. T2 Gasn ga:n.\i wedt. — °) Ko.vs Dna
D1 Gs.1gag. Digwat. — ¢) Ko wnafraa agrfasi;
K1 #rwaa aaifyst; Ka Bs Ds(before corr. ). 10 Faft’
aqr"; K mfird = adedrst; Ko sistgagafist; Ko
D1t °g agrse; V1 Bim.sm Da Ds.s Fisft® AEad;
B+ Faft’ aqifgst; Do s’ ATIYa; Dr D3
et adifyst; D1 & qergia; Do waft’ qatfag;
D1 isft° aarfag; Ds & qarfird; D12 waft” aarfag;
T:1 “gaAaifra; T2 gawdifaty; Cr “dangr fafa;
Gs Fardanyy fafy; Gs warad & ; Go M ssfganyd’
(Mr °Famat fad); Gr & aur fafd.

167 *) Ki Da Gs mifses. Ks ¥ig; Ke B D
(Ds.18 missing) T1 Go Ms e (Dn ¥jg); Viasin
Dn; G1 &g (for fsg). — °) Do-n Ga.a (before
corr.) mrzaif’; G1 manfa’; Ma gmgifa’. Kisse
Vi B D (Ds.18 missing ) 7% (Dna 53g) (for fag).
Ko gat femfaa w@; Ks au aarfagfst; Go gt
v itk a%; M qefaafad ad. — ) T “ggRaix.
— ¢) K1 wgred (for *aww).

168 ®) Ks.¢ Da gga. K2 gx°; Da.a fg° (for
ag’). — °) Geqg (for 7). — *) K1 M1 qamyd.
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T w3341 TR @y |
el R qa N 28%
£ O ~EEETEA gadm |
ITIFNTEE T FoUT WA 1 Q0o
AT AT OF A TSI |
HERAT WETA: &4 AR ga: | 29?
% w.@ﬁww’eﬁ Ty |

sy

[1.1.175

AT T Fgear w1 1 Qe
fafort dfifoger s A wge: |
SRIC IR CIOHE 13 BATE O et SRR ACE!
TRIFET: T I W dFhean: |
AT WY T TFYSATNSAT: 1 Q98
AR gafaw: gadiar 53 |

r@?m“t ﬁ#hrm g*ﬁwz?t T QUL

M (except Mi) i (for aq) — ") Ks.s. o(befora

corr.).6 T2 Gi-s.1 mffag. — Ki.4 marg.e (text
and m) D (except Da Dr.14; Ds.18 missing) ins.
after 168:
0* gt wrETanT quT AT |
[ Ds °% 7 sramt. ]

169 %) Ko G2.s.1 fifga:. Cras 7d; Gaox
Misgu(formay). — °) KsG1rs.4-6 M2« f‘aaq\';
Ts Ge famg. Da °‘wuiffar. Ki faggmfeaar
— %) Ks gaa: zan:; DS (except Ge Mi.s) "oy,

170 °) K1 ggress:; Ks Do Girsas geg°; Go
wgreaan (for g7°). — ) Ko.s.4 Go Ms Jarg; Ks
Aera; Vi Dns M1 2.4 Rtary; D fequg (for sisma).
B D (Ds.18 missing ) T1 Gs iida; V1 Gs “an.

171 *) K1 D1 T Gs-6 M1.4 qF. — °) G (oxcept
Cs.0) “get (for °gqr). — %) Ko M1 gy,

172 *) KaGusqu gy’ ; Ks Bs Dna Do gs: 5°;
Dugung;tCigaq’;Gigmyg;Cegiq; Cram
q:’, Ts M1 transp. FE and 77 Dr (except Dr1)
g1 7’5 D1s G (except Ge) Mi ‘zfga’ﬁ:, — %) Ko
D2 fqagaatr; K3 B Dn Dr (excopt Dri) Dis.e. 1
faar’; Ks "oty Ke “meants Ko faqaar; Gres
gewa; O3 gawsar; G fgasqr; Gr fygoa, Ka
azgfa:; Ko “gfa; Vi Dn Di-1.o Gs °gf‘a:; Dai
gfig:; Ma.s "gpe. — °) Kisreftar; Ks *qar; Ko Vi
B D (Ds.13 missing) "ggt (D2 "ga¥; Ds.1 “samy;
Ds-11 *qgt); Ga.8.5.7 "Ja; Ge Far. — %) Ga wE .
Dio 8 (except Mz.3) “zmut. G (except Go.1) 3g:
(for 3:).

173 %) Ko.s Drs D12 fafsrat fifagiain:; Ka
Dre.rs Dus °qy gzt ; Ko sy “greais: ; Ko T1 G
M “fedtfrgratn: ; Ko frgfafifsiain; K iy
gt ; Va st o ; Da Ma-a gt i’ ; Do sy
°gratw:; D1 fifaadt “gimi; Ds.os @ “gimb;

"o ﬁ'zin Dri2 " aflﬁrgtim Do.n1 ey
s‘ta‘fﬂ.,Dw “dr it?tm.,'l‘! fatestt 1" G faddifa’;
Ge-s.1 fafriadifa’. ) Dr1 Dr.8.13 Ga.s Ma

wraarar; T1 @raaay; T2 Go.s gg!%eﬂ Ge gg°; Gr
gEa; M grarg: (M wasga‘f) Ks T1 G1.a.5
grga:; Driwg’; M: ‘ga:; Mi “ewe: (for gEZE ).
— 9 Kiaa’; 1 ‘qq:; D e T1 G fpa’; T
Gs "gg:; Gs eftasy:; Mo “gea: (for qavw:). — )
Ks grat; T1 soat; T2 gt; G1.a-0 5g); Go gy Gs
Fgr; for M seo below, Ki gider (sic); Ks Zf;
Ks g2°; Ki zf%’; Ks g(corr. to g)ﬁgi’r; Dr
&:H’; Ds gf‘a;gﬁ, Ds f&fw’; D gfgger; Tt
g fregr; T2 Ef‘yga?t G1 gf‘asgaﬂ for M see bolow.
K15 D1t Gra.s gg:; K. o gw:; Ki g5 Ge gy Go
g7 (for ga:). Gr aqay xﬁxvﬂun M gogy (M
Fg'; Ms guar; Ma gqv) glaga ga.

174 @) Dr1 2araa:; Guas M g3 ; Gs sl
Gs 7Y ; Gomgy’. Ka Tsqgur; Daqqr; Ga.s qay;
T1qy; Gi-6 Magqr; Mgy (for qt). K1 ViB Da
Dn Dr Diria gor; (D2 ag!:); Ks %-nq;; Ks Dus
Fea:; Tr @a:; Cr e Mo (for 3w:). — °) Dra
Ga grre; Mo @', Vi Bi DaT Gri-o M gigf&’;
Ds gigfa’; G @i’ ; Cs amfiiqa:; Gl &7,
Ks gauv amfr: fafge. — °) Da Drgey:; Du °g
(for quap:). K1 qfg:; Ka gar; Ko q¥g:; Ks Dio
gig:; Brgw. — %) Ko. s 5igy; G qidr (for qragy).
K134y 3at; K2 Za1 gqv; Bi "gav; Dr (except Dra)
Ta °goft; Dt 331 aair; T1 "qar; G2 "gay; Go “aqy;
Gi-0 “gat; Gr ‘gar; M1« “guy (for mrgar). Bs
D712 q9; D8 qg: (for sam:).

175 *°) Dr’ggmfas:. DusGuax’g: godter
ggzar g'. G2 gggu: (for gg°). — *) Diafhamr;
Du fifyme: (for fadt’). — ¢) K1 ggar aqay;
K g!:rgﬁ"; Ks.6 V1°mgfi’; Dy Migw'; Gxgz;ﬁ;",
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qIA: JEaAT: e 7T 998 |
MIAGISOAISH Bragen gaaa: |1 Qo]
TeARIfe: e TREe: |
yokgITat i Muwa | 299
wfifemen d: Frersei: |
IO @D g W g
Ty Y T TET: FAAST THEL: |
mvgaqm mramrﬁ g | Ro’

I 2we

176 *) Kiqijage:; V1 Tz Gi-s1 M (except M1)
*gq:; Dr (oxcopt Dr1) “qoqi; Go w3z (for “ayaye).
— Ko om. 176** (omission begins with gm;)zmd
177% — *) Ko Du “@a:; Gaa “ayes: (for gme:).
M (excopt M) gez: merfama:. — Y Ks T Ge M
‘arugar; Bi ‘oqomy’. Vi srgment aqed:. —
Dus fiyrgm:; Gesr fydam (for fi77). M "qygez’
(M: “ya1: gfa’). Ks fgr’; K+ Dn D1 Ga gfa’;
Big gya: (for g9 ).

177 Koom. 177% (cf. v. 1. 176). — ¢) M1 gw’.
Kis.8 G fyofam:; Vi'a%:; Dr 2 G ‘gmiy M
(oxcopt Mi) z(rq&:, K1 gt quftofia:. — %)
G1.s Fysfrsr. M1 meme:. — ) G1 ge’ (for
we'). M transp. ggedq: and fighky:. Kigha';
Ks Ds ftfg’; T1fyw’; Goa1 frag’ (for frgRay).
K (excopt Ks.6) stwra:.

178  *) K sifafigamer; K2 o fa’; Ko onfafiam
wgar; Ks “ang’; Vi ostfigedaar; B "ﬁzg" (Bs.s
ﬁl’éﬁ ); Da1’angx”; Doz “fggs’; Dn Dr Di-1.v12
Ty’ ; Do.o syrltfigma’; Ds srftfares’ s Dio. 11 st
fawy’; Du anfhgg: 9°; T Gr “fg(Th “er)gse;
Geo.a.1 :ﬂf%xg: g ; Gi-6 M afhgég" ; Ma srffaags’;
Ms.s srfifiams’. Kt @g; Gast wg: (for yd:).
— °) K (except K1e) Dse.1s "g3gdft:; T1 Gr
°t5_'ang-q:; Ts G1.4-0 M1 °z°m3u:. Gs magfgiana;
Gs "gfgearga:; Ms "gfadd’. — °) K (except Ko)
‘o ggrd:; B Da Dn Dr1Die-12.14 T G1. 5.6 “oygaqt’;
Gi.s “ordaren:. — ) Ko Gs qggm:; D gaymr; Gr
gaare; M1 gan-. K1 8 (except T1 Gas Ms.s)
g Dn Di qyge. K “dfvegr (for *grgfe). Va
-#gfa:; Bim.2.s Da Dr Ds.us gfa:; Gs.s gfig:; G
e (for sgf).

179 ) K¢ B (Bim as in text) D (except Diq;

[ 28

AR

[ eraewofiad
fren glgewmEravEw TEEeT: |
TR e ST Casgaan 11 2¢e
A9t Eeut TN [Apviea OF T |
mmvrﬁarﬁawmmwﬁarqnm
frafE: Fom 3% U wEEww: |
SRiERREREIC SRS bE G R
SERNEL gmul' ! AR g |

T gﬁqﬁxm A ar’hﬁxgqéﬁx I 2ed

Ds. 18 missing ) T1 G3 gara: (for gee:). — °) Ku
Vi Dng D111 G gramran’; Ko qear’. — %) Ms
qdarar. Ks sify; Ke B D (except Dii; Ds.is
missing ) ¥z (forarfy). T Gadm. M gwzre:
(M1 as in T G above).

180 %) Do-11.11 T3 Gua.s y#ar. Dr Do g; T
M g (for g). Gt frmrgga=gammg. — °) Ko
gydar; B Da Dr Ds.y Gus sxfy’; Ds gfg’. Du
My greom:. — ) Ko eqegaf g ; Ko aaegdteat
#; Ks M "Fg=qm:; K aazg%r;-q-‘]' Aga; Ke B D
(Ds.18 missing) T1 ag gar g3 gt (Do a=z g
dgreAar:; Du as in Ke M); Vi qg garew’; T2
Gr-sam.r g 7 ; Grag g w'.

181 *) Dr ¥gi; De.s.10 T1 G (except Gis) u’.
Do.s Ts transp. frsmfy and sAMfor. — °) Gas.t
‘Rag ¢. M gmmmafa . — °) Kis Dt Ta
wer. Vimfa(for wfy). — ¢) Ki Qtegar gaamtd;
Ks gat s star’; V1 B D (Ds.13 missing) T Gs
ger s 7 (Dn2 5ty zar’; Dis as in text); Ga. s
g wraAyr; G ‘mazar; G M g g gar

(M1 gz vy 3 |AEa).
182 In Kas.se Vi B D (except Dii; Ds.1s

2ab lub

missing) 18 is repeated after 191%*°: in Kj,
bofore 191% (q. v. for v. 1.). — ) Ga.s qffy:; Gr
wiier (for fyghz:). Gssa:. — °) Dn D1 Mas
gquor.  Gs “ogfy; Ma "oty — °) Ko.1.4 Du g%
fr; K @ify; Ks qatd; Ko qd &; D1 gdf fi; Gs
g3fg; Grgaiy. Tragafor; M ad gfo’ (M
af s qu’). — %) G (except Go) & 7 Fwxw 7.
183 *) Do ‘graer. — °) Kegaer'; V1 "fiar.
T1 =fy (for ¥m). Gas.r mgr & faast a9, — )
Ds ‘gfa’. D11 gearggayfres; Css AL
g’ Or giemgegfe. — ) Koqg o'
]



& avivd |

% qaIA AU FigaETEdRa: |

Iqt TG ThEA A gaa A e
RugEra I Ak ¥ i |
AAHATFIOT AT JATU 1 e
WRASE qun 9 A NG |

24 smfERw A Aokaeas | 2¢8
R ant 7 &f glaaad |

184 %) Gs stfy (for stfg). M (except Ma) °*fg
weig. — °) Ko Dr Du Gs "gwR:; Ge.8 qrfing”; G
st (for srg® ). — %) T1Gasv ggt. Dus S
smagar (T1 "gfxg; Go "war; G Ma °ga). G grg
aw. M (oxceplt Ma) ymz (for wi=).

185 %) Ba Jg (for =ify). Gas1 33 7 mar
Dio. 11 fyfgdr. D sy, — °) Ko “ax fewfa;
Vi1 ‘@ gfam; Da "dg fag” (Arjp as in text);
Ga.s "qrgg<. Cd swreawa fagfa:. — 4) Ko.2.¢Dn
wat &; V1 T1 Ma gpai¥y; Nilp gz (as in text).
Ks gawor; Ks (gover &) V1 Gs “megdr; Ga “maron:.

186 %) Ki ga:; Ko gyr; T1 Gi qzr (for ayr).
Ko.2 afg; Ks gm; Vi -d5; Gs agg (for aw).
— °) Ko.2-« Vi B D (Ds.18 missing) arg- (Ds.4
7 arg; Dis as in text); Ko Mis qug (for qma:).
— Aftor 186% Dg.s ins. (first time) 63* (cf. v. 1.
190). — D712 om. 186°% — ¢) G M (except Mi)
gereio (Go qarfedr’). — *) Ko Du Ti gif’y
Bs 1fi7°; D1 Gr Yg’. Ds G2 "#gfy.

187 *) Ks fawra-; K+ “wuar; D1t “qrgg. — )
Bs stfiy” (for arfx”). Dus pifarafégadty (of. 186%).

— *) Dus mmnfrafag; G (except Gs) wmrw: gafy

ag. — ) G 'ay. Ke Gi M g@g(gﬁ;aa ‘FEN.
— After 187, K1ins. 61* (cf. v. 1. 189).

188 %) Ko garfar; Dn Dr Dis.s ga®; D2 fyn’;
Mas g5’ — b) Ko-2+ Vi Dn Diggea; Mugeg'.
— After 188%® (cf. v. L. 187), Ks D14 ins, 61*
(cf. v. 1. 189). — °) K1 frdgfr wom: w13; Ks
detd gar wr°; Ks G gy gar: &9; Ko Du g
g w1@:; V1 T1 s gon fadgfa; B Da Nilp
‘gl st w1w:; Do qgi& sst: @ ; Dr Di-s.0-0.10
‘gf gum: wre:; Di “gfy gom @ ; Ds.12 missing ;
TaGa °FHT ST FS: 3 Ga.s .(ﬁ‘ qHR m:;Gl.l

sty ad

|

!

!

[1.1.190

FOORE a1 WEATHI §EEY 1l 19
EACHRE G e A CHE e o
frded qom: a1 wer TRER g ) 2l
A e WAFET® AT |
FE: AT e T g @ |

FE: GHY AT AR w1 L)
AR WA & T Tqed Ahsas |
IFFORNAFTZT A a9t T I 2%

"g=ar g Fre:; M gEx garn’. — %) In Dy,
188% is ins. in marg, De.s-1 gl (for wm:).
Ko d@gray; K. s qrrfaer; Ks Dr (except Dr1) gx’;
Ti1 ga’. Ki gmrom gay ga:. — After 188%, K
repeats 61% (cf, v. 1. 189),

189 Mi om. 189%*4, D5 begins again with
189, — %) K1 -fig; Ko V1 B Da Dn Ds.s.o M
(M1 om.) fg; T2 G (except Gur) -ff (for f§).
— ?) K3 Da Dis Gr.0.7 gieitd; V1 @ta @atg; T
‘gt @re; T1 qrg @rerg; G ' @Y Go “dete-
— ) Ko G1 gftigeqar; Dns “fagga; Da.s Ga.8 “sftq’;
Gr “fyza’. Ks qi (for gay:). T1 M (M1 om.)
wftror gatey; Ts Co dftreg aatey. — ) Ko fraed
(for f41°). — Ki(second time).s(marg.).s Vi
B D (Dis missing; for Ds.14 see below) Ti ins.
aftor 189°¢: Dis, after 188%%: Ks ins. first after
1887 and repeats after 188°%;

61* gre: gy watd wwer fy gaiewa: |

[Viggw';Digars’.)
In Ds (in which 163-189°* are missing), 61* is
preceded by :
SECE L
62* srefrarArmareRT Ry adATTEAT g |
argmrafa oy vt ff wageas: |

— ¢) M (except M1) grafq (for qayg). — 7y Ko
Du T1 “fyga:; Ts Gi-s.v "firg’; Gs-e ‘f’. Ko
@a4d; Kauo °g (for @gm:). Ks wmfags: gw; Ks
“faga: @n; Da “fagawa:; M (except M) "faga gw.

190 %) Ko.» °mm; Ks “gevmar; T araar.
. For Dscf.v.1.189. —*) Krsoadd A wat’s
KsGoyaga g at’. — ) Ki.s D112 qumgre’; D
Gt gegra’; Graes frffen’. K1 M (except Mi)
wrean (for ggv).  Ta Gu gy’ (for yry’). G wewres.

(20]

C. 1. 244
8. 1. 1. 281
K. 1. 1. 270
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| 390 |
AT, T wr’mﬁtmﬁan
ARATSTYAT G414 TR |
WA T AT | 222
Ty e Qo SR T |

PPLPPA v s AP~ PAR Par s

FelR TawRiTR T || 23R
Wa@w m"m%r*zwaw |

g

[ wmofied

- & R qerd 37 afiel g 1 002%3

- Frad AW T g A qeidds |

7 femif wwif wrate w1 288
YRAATHIT TOEATAL |

P

dafa wafa w0 53 QAN 11 2o

AOTH 970 T TAUHF |

|
5
|
; srw&trwwﬂmqﬁfﬁﬂan %%

ﬁﬁimmmgqiu. — After 190, Kis D
(except Da Dr.12.14; D13 missing ) T Go M2-4 ins.:
63* g@F AWMEN FAqY AR |
MM FETARAAT S |
After 190, G+.s ins. the three lines given helow:
Gi.8 My, lines 1 and 2 only: Gz lines 2 and 3 only:
64* gagwan ® uwd daar o g
gaugrsiy T wfda aaraga )
fretrmmatafs wear & gryawa: |
In T M-y, 63* is followod by tho second and
third lines of 64*, Tn Kim Dr Dim.10.21, 63* is
followed by 64*; Gt (which likowise contains all
the five linos) intorposes 63* between the first
and the socond lines of 64*. De.s ins. 63* also
after 186",
[(63* 1. 1) T qymt. — (64* L. 2) Dn Gi-s.x
M1 g o (for avggeat).  Ks Dr g, |
191 At tho ond of tho preceding dialoguo
between dwmy and gaqyg, Da Dt Ts ins. ga 319
(as intoxt); Ko B Dn Dr Dig-6.8-13Th ﬁ‘ﬁ‘agqm;
¥1.8.6.1 qa:; the rest om. this ref. — Bofore 191,
KiDr Dizo.nn T Gi.s M (oxcopt M1) ins.:
65* semi @ frmyia FeurEglaan: |
— *) Gs wuig’; Gr srqig’. — *) Ks “fargay.
— In Ks.e.5.0 V1 B D (except Di1s; D1 missing)
18228 is repeated after 191°%: in Ki before 1017
(Ks V1 Ds 3{(@]:; Dr Dio.11 gyror; the rest gamoy).
— ) Ki°q gomqig; B D (except D1y Dis missing)
‘F gug, — 4) Bs "ftg 5; Bt Da D1 "ga; (1 “gai;
Ms *g&. — ) Da om. 191¢, — After 191, Tz
repeats lines 3-6 of 21* (cf, v. 1. 23); then follow
13* and 4* and finally:
66* smea wigmfargdfy @ ol 7:
srafatauraw sEan S W@

wfwswmfrar 39 SrrmdEme )
wnigary Sfaar wErEwEarn |

192 %) Ko-:+ Vi1 gx; G2 -z;y; Mi-<egy. Ks B
D (D13 missing) Fa1 Ta94t @ (Do Fan Fadaas;
for D11 see below ); Ko freqr Fagaqt grw. — ) G
(oxcept Go) guay (for zrgr-). Go ggr. M s transp.
a@- and g, Ko B D (Diz missing) ayr sgrdat-
awn (Dr agosiataen; Ds aw Tadaraen; for
D1t see below); T guar #gwy. — In Dus, the D
reading of 193%” is ins. after the text reading (v. L
Fadna T guan). — °) Gius Feqd.
Ko) yagreara: (for zyw’). — 4) Ks.+.6 Dn D1 G3
M (oxcept M1) zreqt; Bs figg-; G asr-. Vigsreania'.

193 %) Guns.es M1 g (for sx). Ki °¥ #m
dwm. Ko g, — Ko (hapl.) om. 193°_1940%
— ) De-o.12 gayarat; Gs “ma. — *) Ta qfqz.
| transp. qfaz and gua.

{ . 194 Ko om. 194% (cf. v. 1. 193). — ?) Ka
i o Mqu g (Mo g gt zm). — °) T M
q¢ sarfa:; G st (Gsr svsaifae; Go as in T

! M) Die’ga:. — ¢) Kszmr; Dr (except Dri)

| @ (for mavfr). — 7) K Da gaafa (K1 qdgfr;

Ke as in text). M1 gggyg: (for gy’ ).

195 ©) Ks V1 B D (Dis missing ) sytaeg 9z89%
(D1 “rgmang); (1 “ezazaa; Mi ‘g @at 9 19
(cf. 21). — ®) Ka.+ ggrrzas’; Ks Dus Gs Ma °2g
g ; B D (Dis missing; for D14 see above ) *fgst u,;
' Ga gy, Koawg fas ggaa. — G1om. 195%4-196.
| — °) Ksygfga; T1 "wa. § Arj.: frgfaftfa aam-
qrs: 1% — ?) Ks @@ (for sem). Ko.s gag: ga:
ga:; K1 T Ga.r “gqqa’s Ks ‘g ga: ga:; Kas V1 B
D (D13 missing) tggmfm (Da °<7i gﬂﬁm De
‘gwar: ga:; Dn gy ); M e g

196 G1 om. 196 (cf. v. 1. 195). — ®) ViDu §

K (except

Ki
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CHET GOl

Fagfaaq g SRRt |
ARG S TR (| 239
AT g T |
HRTRAAATT T TARIG=TA || ¢
awﬁmm WRERWHIE: |
i Gad goT FeRSIHEh || 239
IV deY T el FoAT T |
A~ hHva | TR TAT T HA || e o
AR agﬁmei %quairer T

(except (u 5 Mx, G1 om. ) qa' — °) Du G (Gl

om.) ‘¢ ag. — %) Du qzg; Gi-s.1 @ FF:.. Gs
gftagad; Gr "o,

197 *) T1 Ge 7 & 3fd". V1 Dn Dr Dis-cGs
gw; De gwr; Trgean. Ko gmgaftegw (sic) g°;
Ks gwegle: qu g°; Ko qaggffg’; Du qwafy
av g'; T2 & wmafy go gean; G afwsafgaaw
(sic) g°; Ga.1.8 M g cyrifa @zr g° (Ms.s gear);
Gs ¥ i g g°; Graeqafr g g’ — °) Ko
"Fraqam ¥; M (except Mi) “srgqgum:. — ) Vi
Da Dr qegmraraareafs; Di g qganafy &

198 “) Ks Dn Dr Di.s.14 gy gw:; Da.o.v.1z
anyg’. — *) Do De.ogmiy’. — ©) Do-12 sqsguas;
8 spefta (Go maygey; Miasin text).  Ks frayraed;
Drifagameqr’. Ko seranfadandtas; Ds afwaw’;
Dus sy fre’. — ) Ko quam g ; K Drazquarfzy’.

199 “) K (except Ki1.s) V1 D (except Da Ds.s;
D1z missing) °f‘0mgm“, 8 ‘sifqor” (G1 “swwfn’;
Ga.1 Ms "sgroy”; Gs oy’ ). — ©) Ka.e Dia Gz Ma
‘&a’; B2 '@g’; T Gs.o Mu °@ra’.  Ks “wr garfea:;
G1 ‘ggure’; G " wwify’; Ml ‘gagriys. — °)
K4 Vi1 Dn2 Drars sreqies:; De-19 “fmss;. D2 ‘g
aras; Ma & sge.

200 ®) Gegwraty. Ki Vi B D (D3 missing)
sq=%5t ( B+ D1 qzegest; Dn D1 as in text; Ds corr.
to Qgegrer); Ko = m(m sdma); S wuewlag
(Ge.7 siqewfigg; Mrs as in text). — %)y K1 aqv
q'. Migafr. Ksgamg; Ke seram. — °) K4
“wmufirrema: ; Ds “fieraeda; T1 staswaomenid; Ts
G1 Ma. s “mrfiorRremrar ; Os. s "gorgemna ; G+. o "ozt
9 (sic) aw &' ; G¢ “favat aw @' ; O “fromva;
Ms “sromeara. — ¢) Ke giend «; Dio wigr weai

=; Du sriyrneg; G1 srgrsan w1; G wrgrafig; Cs

anfyad

|

[1. 1. 205

AT a0 gt Ao aqr 1l R0
TGRS 3y MARE TFeaEy |
A afgi a9t ARag=aa | Rev
A ARG, AAOFNEA |
AYZIAAY AfTIERNTABE | Ro3
Rl 3§ ag9Esaq |
Rirererganeal awrd sl || Rey
Frou JZid ﬁmzmerﬁmﬁw‘a l
YUEATET A tm ST tﬁm' I w«

wirn'!m, Ge ﬁ'an zmd w; Gr anftu% w. ].{“
fafad; Dr1 Do gfa”; Drgw”; T Gi Ms gfqam.

201 ) K« ‘a@ig qu wq; Ger "agy gois.
® Arj.: wrE@T FIAIQINE: 1P — ®)Ko Bim.s
Da Dri1 Dis(by corr.).n Ti1 G (except Gi.g)
arga’; Ks Ds qrga’. — Ka.e ins. after 201°%:

67* firsqr wamar Frfaer froyatefigeaga |
— ) Ks.8 ggr. — Ko Dn Dr Ds.11 S (except M1)
ins, after 201: Da(marg.)e-11, after 202°*:

68* wreuad w ¥ Mqfgsrsaa qut |

[ G m@ragags (Go ooy =rfy); De-11 as in Ge.
De-11 T Go *sq¥ qamga. |

202 Gs.1Mom.202*, — *) KoBDa Dia"figx’.
— Aftor 202%*, D4 (marg.)s-11 ins. 68% (cf. v. L
201). — Muis om. 202°%, — *) Kise T3 Gro.1
fafireifr (for qft’). V1B D gyandi(Do-o.13 a3
afy-; Doadyata-; Du ayafy-; D1 ayaf) Reamat;
Ma. s qxfraafig &, — %) De-19.14 Ma.3 rgman”.

203 Gr (hapl.) om. 203-206; M1 om. 203
— ) Ks.a °§reﬁgr'; Du Ge °Zz sii’. (1 gy
faaay’; Ge-o gm framay’. — °) K “gga:; Ks
‘ga’; Ks "gma’; Ko "aw’; Do “gfa". Gs ‘owean
ga". Dr Du mgore adga:; D1 ‘o wiwdwe.
— °) ViGss M ‘gg. K DaT1 Mig (Ksasin
toxt; Ks aisy); B (oxcept Bi1) D (except Dra.ra.ry;
Dis missing; Du g) § (for ag). — ¢) Ks Bs
fygrga; Du “Nx; Gs g aw. Ko gofafga; K
B D (except Dia; Dis missing) Ms. s gqfirga.

204 G1 om. 204 (cf. v. 1. 203). — °) Go Jq1%-
EW.- — %) Ko gufisqafy; K26 V1 B Da Dn Dr
Di-1.12 "gfy’; Ks sy’ ; Ks Ds M (excopt Ms) “ufis°.

205 G1om. 205 (cof. v.1. 203). Dis begins with
205°%, — *) Ka De.s Gs.s gugy; Ks &i-; Dr
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1.1.206]

1t Il Ro§
3 WWW I
q g R T @nft srgar
TAR UFN T A FwAFa: |

PARABAPAs  Arnrn A ~osare

qaT: giifregemRINd $ |

Il R0

T T % 1 frawmop qastag | Ree

aqR

[ srgweofied
REFARAFERFIR, RETAE=A |
fewAE A 3T qEOC qg=AR | R0’
W A FERSTTA T FoeFe

AR FREA w5 |
TR AR A FE-

W4T AR FF: || k%0

AT zﬁmm't& m&wﬁt arg‘rnnﬁ AR sm:r‘rswm nen mrﬂnasmvﬁq& I

(excopt Dn) 1)1 s Gu4 mz} DT 0.13 1®; Dm 1°H;
Ts Gs.o grmw. Di-1a T3 Gs “fgx (for “fasr).
Ko. 5.4 6 gEAT Dus fagrg. — %) M sgfgen”. Ks
“an gaga; Du e ww. — *4) Ts *gmiga.
qrg (for qify). Kozgrrand; Cozgrag’. Ko.a-3
"B wgrang iy 43 Kis ‘g qiq sgnanf a; Oo
‘FE g qrft sgw. B D “ganfrs (Da Dssoan as
in text) =fy ey wwrFdEwd (D1 "g& wiq zanfa
arEay ).

206 Gy om. 206 (cf.v.1. 203). Ko om. from 7
q%{ in 206%° up to sz in 207 — “) Ko.s {;i' ..
D1 Ts Gs g (for gr). Taglan’; G1-s quzr.

207 *) Ko om. up to gy (of. v.1. 206). Kuis
Dis T Go M gayg; Ka-a Vi D (except Dr; for Dus
se0 ahove) Go *ir; Ko gat. — *) Mo srgrafeest.
— %) G (oxcopt Us) ﬂémga . — 1) B1Da-y
6-13 gnf’c’t (Bim ®zia, sata); Da Dr Dis gz,
Kis D1 T G (oxcopt Gs) M °{{ ;n;‘;: (M1 iy
amn’ ). — After 207, D ronds 2097

2?)8 Miom. 208, — ®*) Ke V1B D qq;agaft Ea
— ) K1 B D (except Du) Jazsa: (B2« ay’);
Kogg az’. V1 geamrfy wigd. — ) K (oxcopt
Kis) D guig qfs: s (K mm’%) Moa.s

"#dgtifn. V1B D g fee gv @4 — °) BD

(oxcept D) gr&w (Pn Disz-s.0-n gazq-) goqn

gd; Vias in Dn. — Vi B D (except Dii) ins.

after 208°: K (Ko.2.8.5.¢ om. line 1), after 209"":
69* qg¥h: AT Ava wias 31!
agr mzfa SrFsferrgraageay |

[ (L. 1) Ds yyga (for 33" ). D (except Dr Du1.s.
8.9; D11 om.) *vqtvgfia’. — (L. 2) Ko.1.4 Bs Ds
an. ]

— After 69%, V1 reads 209°%, — B D (except Dn
Dis) Mi om. 208, — ¢) Vi Dus 5 (for g) both
times. Ge.1 w3 (for 7x’). — /) Ko. 2.8 fiyganidrs

Gs

|
|
!

Ks Dn f?;m Ts f‘gq Ga ﬂq Gs f‘z;fq K
(except Ko.4) V1 Dn Du T Ga.o gaifiy’.

209 D112 om. 209, — Bs Dio.13 om. 209%%;
Bi ins. it in marg. ; Da1 also om. 209°%, but the line
does occur in tho comm., whore it has probably been
erronoously placed by tho copyist. — “) Ko.c B
(B3 om.) Dai(in comm.).az Dr1 Ds-s.14 G131
‘grasany; this reading has boen adopted in edi-
tions of Kumirila’s Tantraviarttika (1. 3. 9); cf,
Biihler, Ind. Stud. 2. 9f. — ®) Ko.2.8 "afuega.
— Aftor 209", K11 ins. 69% (of. v. 1. 208);
Ko.s.3.5.0, only the second of those lines. — Gg
om. 209°%, Vi reads 209° after 69* (of. v. I
208 ) ; Dus, after 207. — ¥) Ds (by corr.) TqY:;
Migguqr. — After 2097, V1reads 2087,

210 °) Kigrauon 37", — ©) K1 gapgror; Ko
*qor; Ds Geor “wor; T3 Ga (aqgoy ent. lin. ). 4 (before
corr.).s famr’; 01 fymrawr. — YY) Gr a@a
Vi *gfganfa.

Colophon of M not collated. Bi-3 G1 om. sfy;
Do.s.2s rond sftgy. — Aftor "z, N (except
Kz 4.6 Dni.ns Drirars Dizssoreniz) T Gi-s
ins. gragraeat (T1 aggod saagfaFwat) afgaat;
Ke¢ Vi B Da Dns Dra De.10.13 T cont. Fqifigexai.
— Ks sfy anfy’; Des sfrmaify’. — After “qifoy,
Dr D13 Ts Gu. 6 ins. qrardy; G+ qieyy. — For AT
AR AARIS1A:, K (except K1) Vi D (Dna.nsom. )
safnswregra: ( Dio.10.1 *forgy mre ote.); G gy,
TR (Gs ‘gagu; Go °355ﬁ\') g ete. — After
“eqrg:, K12 Bis Dn (except Dni) Drirz Dus
have the figure 1 (as in text), for which Ks Drs.rs
Ds subst. guw;; Dis has both, — Ko cont. gwrg: 1
AMFGHAT | FOEOEANETAIEO  ow T
fagfra. — After the colophon Gs.s ins. a passage
given in App. I (No. 3).
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qeamead ]

T S |
AHAYERAS IH TARA |
qIEd qUEATE A1 wewing, 79 1)
| I |
A A A R gIag v g |
AR AR a1l R
P gy W T gt @

siRwd

Q

2

1 KsDs gfyearg. — Dsom. 1 and 2. — ¢)
Ko.11 *gfiy; Ds"& wiw. Ko grasagfafe. — )
De.s aegx w. X1 T gyward; Vi Dn Disa-as
Ms *ge; M4 *deq. Ko = @ qaraed. — 9)
Bi1.2 Da Dra Dis "R aega:; Bs.4 Drirs.rs Dr.1s
*far aema:; Da fw age

2 N (except Kiss Di1) grfeeara; S .
— Ds om. 2 (cf. v. L. 1). — *) K1 gerqeanar;
K28 "qeg gar; K¢ Dr Ds sgoped |w a; Ko
wrar; Ko Vi Dn Dis.e. 811 sgopet ®| Wt B Da
Dis “q1 #1®w at; D3 szoped wa &; D g v
Cd sagen (as in text). — *) Ki-s Ms Cd gzay ¥;
Da1 De *gasmy; M2.4 "gar . K1 T Ge transp. sy
and gyr:. Kt wui gat. D2 gaa: g@uat gwis
Gs.5.7 yazx fafgesn san. — ) Ki s =1; Ke
G111 M ‘gt 9 (M1 °gqrsr); Vi Deo1s Gs.s. 0 °wqrt.

3 %) Vi Du 8 geggat gi. — °) Gas.v far
AT — %) V1 'gifawgr. Ko.n.s Dau *Jifra.
K1 s wr=ifye; Ko frmamdg .

4 %) KiDaDss.1iGi-s.1gg-. Ko Gs geand;
B: Gs °egmg; Ds.10.11 Gs ‘mag. — °) Ko.ns
‘onge’; K1 Gras "onrfim’. — °) KaoDrset T
Gosmaa. — ?) Ko Vi B Da Dn Dr Ds-1.0.15.18
Tifgr; Di-s gfgnisg; Dus 1 wgr. — Tains. after 4:

70* Frammarafaaioimara: waEI |

5 %) T1 g q; O1 g4g. — *) Ko safiegmd’.
— %) Ko Rty 7.

6 *) Ks D1 Ma.s sroi<fi’. Gs srstgat’; Ga.s
&y syrar. — °) Ki-1.6 D (except Ds.«) gamea;

5 (2nd ed.) {

83

[1.2.6

AAFHUIT & AqrAmg=ga: U 2
T A% GAGATT Taanwa e |
AHIIAF 7 TPR SREL N 9
| AT SRRTRG £Y A e |
f=dadamme shadf T gag | 4
Iqftwgasyia Nadr smordg |

¥ gwafy Rftyew & fmme &

Ke Vi1 Ge.o.7 "gaqr: (for smmr”). — K (except Ks)
D (D14 om. lines 3-8) ins, after 62%;
T1* 3w on wgram A & aw wni |
AT {qgwwraT € frwior € & Ay
at goftsx Wi ¥ fefiresfa ayrgd 1
R I |
afy & Ry dfran qugamgar afy
aw il wageanfd waan i
AN qEGEAFAT F qriqAy qe: |
T Rdagar A wAggfy fogan
o witerdrang: fad smgord: |
[ (L. 1) Da Da.18 wgrargy (for *syray). — (L. 2)
Ki1Dn Dis-sgg (forg&). Ki1.aDn Drs Dr1s ¥
gaqt. D subst. sywem srigrorday for the latter half
of line 2; and om. lines 3-8. — (L. 3) D (excapt
Da) afi(Dr “fy)eafs. — (L. 5) Da Dus g .
K2 Ds.s+ *fiqagq. — (L. 6) Kas “2gexd. D1
Do-12 aa: quarfgg=ag. — (L. 7) Da Dis 3rdg yfx.
— (L. 8) Ki-2.6 D (except Da Dis) ‘sg{tars.
K1-8 D1. 1. 5-12 Ravmamgas; Ko Da.s {Fadr vaw-
¥aq; Dr Qg mgrordat. |
— ?) Ko.2.4.6 Bim Da1 Dr Ta fafg:; Ks Dis-1s
G M ﬂqﬁgg (G4 oorr. to ﬁ(ﬁgz; Ge amg:); Bs
fafyyg: (m fg); Ts as in Ge; Das (correct acoe, to
Arj.) Dn fafyfay:; Arjp Nilp fafyyg: (as in text).
Cd mentions as alternative readings fif§fyy:,
fafyg: and fafyyg:. — “) Ks g (forg). Dshas
in text e sraeafy fifyg= =«; ins. marg. fyayy and
quzfy (which makes o grAM et frfrgw
q;mﬁ ).

(8]

oo
rr
rPn
3%



bald o]
St

o

S

-
- e

1.2.7)

ot Tty A JA XL ST |

Aq-TARTAfG Jod aeafatiday |l o

I % @ T g% qEIeRaa |

A% A 4 ¥ arerumgdfm: 0 ¢

A N S Feaag |

ATATAS I§ FoTmeTITAL 1 &

afrrafig 3R 2 Qi |

AEEY ARG I 1l Lo

o AR T T R |

gogsy Tl § A ¢ seaines | 28

TREHUT & W @Y ghREs |

791 3 ¥ fwaatag AFg g 0 2R
|/ T |

AR gfy Mk TV A |

7 %) Grarmafid gar. — °) Ko Due-s.12Ta
Grsgaa’. — %) Du 8 (except Ga.5) meguy. Ki
gfaftay; Kes Daas Ts Gire-¢ M1 “gHieid; Ma-s
‘g, Ko. s guadaeafifda.

8 ) K1 (for qy Fm:). — °) K (except
Kis) D1 gafas’; G @ qiesad; Gr gaguesal.
— °) Ks g A%y amqr & — ¢) Dae i,

9 ) Ks Di.o-s.13 T1 G2 ggwe’.

10 %) Bigfg"; M1atfiw’. — °) Ko Dr Da.o-s.11
G1e iygig"; G287 Ngfra’. — 10°% = 234%4, — ¢)
K1 Gs ggeaa:; Vi gz!s'fm:, — Kunam.e B (except
Bi) D (excopt D14 ; Ds marg. ) ins. after 10 (of. 26°):

72* gim & fyarena @ frae @ |
[ Ds atrar . Da.o-1a e i, |

11 *) Ke DnD1is-1sMs.sgamrn’. Ks'fwags;

Ke “frifie. — ) D1 ‘vqeg “ofiger. Ca.sv Ma-s

Fm: qRaE"; Go Ma 3qn: @wav’. Ko gogs aa@w |

AW @ WA

12 %) Ks Ty wfr". — °) Ks¥ (forqt). Ks
Vi Ts Gs.e.t M (except M1) gt fg="; Da Dn
Drire.rs Di-s.1s mgror’; Dis Gs ¥ fgw” (for &t
gf'). Drs De-1s gemms fywg’. — °) Ke V1 Dus
T Gies garear; Bs g ¥ ='; D1 gt — 4)
Ko.2.3 B D (except Drs D1.10.14) "&g gt

ULE N

l

[ adetmgad

Taig~Acr, A 9T q91@9- | 23
AR i T |
IEET A AR 77 R AR a1 9w
qa 3T |
TR QT AAHR AW 9T 9 |
TI4 TOME: (RRABETY 1| %
9f%r g o g dgE o |
fiflr dgarIR e i |1 9§
Y T IO A A g o |
wraTReEeg AT TRl f=am 0 Qv
TR JAATR R F e it |
ettt TRt RER e N 2e

13 G5 gag: (for x° ). — %) Bs gqrewr
greanr (m as in text). — ?) Ba Das Do-1s T
“sgreag. — %) Ks gddag; S (except Ge M) “§
gx. Ko.s gymaar; Dr "y ; Ds *qy.

14 %) K Vi Bs Dn Dits qguea’; To Gas
agraaegtemi; Tr Gue—r “gfaai. — ¢) Ko g (for
f§). Gowmad fafyd @

15 Kss6 Vi B D (except Ds) @rirgara; Ki
S ga: (G2s sft"). — ) Ks Drirs Ds gst nisy
w'. Keg(forw). Vigg (for ugt). — °) Ka
Ds.4.8-12 g (for ). Ko Ga.s mET.

16 *) Ks Da D13 qfeg. D2 g (for g). Ta2
Gs-o M (except Mi) qfiy Brqgforai. K g#; D2 Mua
‘®t; Ga.6 "t (for garyy). — ’) K1 Du 8 fag: (for
smgs). — *) Bs V1 G “fireifir |

17 *) Ks g (for g). Dr (except Dr1) Ds (m
as in text) Ds “ftegem’; Gi-¢ "Ht g oy, — Gs
ins. after, Gs subst. for, 17%°: gmr g arfest s
qenmat @ 7 &g&. — °) K D Ge Ma gy ',
18 *) KsDusx (forg). — ®) KsTa agfaa’;
Ke T3 Ga.s Mi gegflas ; Gre1 g fw’. Ko
ﬁm . — ‘) K (except Ks) Das Ds T
Gs.o ag". ‘

[ 3¢ )



qfEmead ]
FfiRvaT: eI At e |
deqriiaaT. . SEEmaFEgR: 1l 2%
FARIIR L qu I qwl |
T g R fifda | R0
}Y JANEH g aEEI A9q0 9 |
AR TAry=SATA A T 1 2
qaqiUEEai INAFT JAqE@ T |
Al 92 IEIAERE §Ea | ]
TIMIRf ag: deTaEiNey A |
qf T2 FATTART e Bt 1 R
TIT G Qra-FeaeIAan: |

wiiked

[1.2. 29

AR g Avdamemd au 1l 8
qaate: & X a1 Aed @ |
P FAT FIOACFIFAON 1| ]9
SickeckiciEuciciciccd

AR T KT TF FoARATL | %
AT IIY T g F: THIRA: |
TRl ATHEATEHd: W |l RS
T g Raeey iRwasiRda: |

waq Al fas SEaitf g o ke
Tg TAHER § RATCTARE |

19 ) Ki Gs *fgugi; Ko Vi B1Da1-r.13 Ts G s
*fgom:; Ms fgof-. Ko 5 degran:; Vi Bs gaegrar:;
Bi.3.4 Da Dr D1-4.0-18 G1.7 “gran:; T g dwqran:;
M: qérandt; Ma.s “wariy; Ms g sheam.

20 ®) Ko.s V1 Bs D1 T1 Ga.s M (except M1)
| w; Tr mrer fiy; Go.e.00 gregqer. — °) Go s
gegag’. — °) Gzse1 gnmai. Ko B (except Bi)
D (except D2.11) T1 5 (for g). — 4) Ko Ts Ga-o
at e Ko gqadangfa’; Ke adam &
Ko Dnin:2 Dis-13 gazw ®&fq’; B (except Ba)
Da Dr Dis gagzx ffw’; T1 Gi1 M (except Mai)
ammzaix f°; Gas amdam aifwwi; Gv @ayw
g arfast.

21 *) K (except K2.8.8) B (except Bi) Di.s g
(forg). — °) Kawggw; Ke ViBDrs-1s g3 §
(for asy 7x). — °) Ks. 1.8 syfig; Gra.s sy (for
arfg). — ¢) K (eoxcept Ke) D2 S fir; V1 De-1s
Ga. 8 greyer; B v,

22 %) Dr (except Dr1) guyrfyfyas’; D 8
*gzfirg’. K (except Kis) Vi(m as in text)
D2. 6-12 subst. 23% for 22% (cf. v. 1. 23).

23 Ds-12 om. 23?8, — *) Ks Dis gag"; Ke
Bim ggn’. K (except Ki.2.6) V1 Bs Ds.1s Gi.s
srrg: (for mg:). — For 23%, K (except K1)
subst. 22% (cf. v.1. 22), — ?) K1.5.6 V1 B Da Dr
Ds.18 T1 Ga.1 gqrae; Da.s gur; De-12 qyr (for gt
a:). D1 gag: sfud ax. — ¢) K (except Kus)
V1 B D (except Ds,11) "ot aqryst:.

[ 85 ]

ATETTR T TAAATEIT T WS

N

24 %) K4 V1BD (except Do-11.14) fffamer’:
Ga.3g%amer’. Ke.s ViBD (except D1a) g (for am:).

25 *) Ko V1 Ts Gra.s gRar g=r; G1.8 ‘gama’.
— %) Ko-s gia fa’; Ko gz ¥ fa’. — °) Mu
FIEqTE" '

26 °) KiGe g (forg). — *) Ds aity ¥x’.

27 %) Ko.vo ‘Hr ¥ g ggq. V1 BiDu g (for
g). — °) KaT1Gus.o Ma g srafiey; Ks “qeegr’; B
D (excopt Dus) *g &x; Ts °q aifgrs; Gs "gan’; Gt
‘gafy. V1 wsdandfast e’ — Bu ins. after 27:

78* watawer Wiae famdwwaagt: |

28 *)Guergyy. Ks.o ViB D (except Ds. 1)
‘g fragwid. — ) Ko B (except Bi) D (exocept
Ds.1s) sifergrideadir. — °) Ds o f. M1 gfiy
(for fafww).

29 ®) Ko.s gw; Ks B Da D1s q3; Ko D2 gwg;
Ge q; Ms.« qeg; Ms & g (for qw). Ks.s Ds.s
aafesg; Grgxid. Vi B Da Dus, :o—u T1 g (for
&). — °) K (except K1.4) B (except Bs) Da Dn
Dr De-1s “gwsi; Gr ‘agd; Ms ‘fme. D1
wagad. — K (except Ks) Vi B (Biin reverse
order) D (except Dii; D112 om. line 1) T1 (in
reverse order) ins. after 20%:

T4* sAsaw aeaR syrafiredo Yraar |
wfud fraad @ aa i i)

[ K1.8 subst. for the second line and B Tiins.

after the first line: D1s ins. after 29%%: '

75* e wfud we wgrATCEgRay |
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RfrrdrET s qqieTa |
afires 7t mERwatE qEh | 3o
AT IRA=Y AR = AifNa- |
gfera: qurd: Y qawTETy 0 2R
gy giwwdar gigem |
EEETHAA: FEEN SIFIZAAT 0% | IR
@& gt AfeegE: |

Nivd QTR A w[EgE: 1 33

-'I?ﬁ“vmuu @ i wan: |

Gt rAATRIFRATER | 38
MWW« EEFaT |
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[ wqaa ok

- gy acygam IR o Tead 1l 3%
T T @ 9 S @ |

aq: gt T=an mArean: o 599 1 3%
mﬁﬁﬂﬂﬂaﬁﬁ*ﬂﬂ‘{l
fgiid of TegwEiEET = 1 3o
aﬁm'ﬁ'ﬂﬁ U T |
mméawmmmuac

qq: WOEIERIET a

5T AR |
aﬁméaa.fmmrqﬁwwll ELY

ST @ 0¥ REseso |
0 ffiTsays mﬁm-q'?f Il Qo

e uaa qm?mméh mﬁra T (cf.

Ki cont.:
v. 1 29%).]
~ ) Ke Da Das. 4. 18 syregqray (for sqeqrar). D2 '&t
aw; Os ‘man. Kiqiegakg §i°; V2 B Dn Dr Ds
Qi ax & 93 Dio-1s qreg wag qr”. — ) Koo
Bi1-8 D T Gi1-¢ M syreiys ; Gs. 1 aqrfeaay (for spreeqnat).
Dis 8 (excopt Gs.4) 5 aq: g¢. Ko B Da Dn Dr
D1.4-13 Ge ggar; Do g4 (for qi). V1 Bs sreftafy
o w1d.

30 Ds om. 30. — *) Ki Ge.7 *srreqq”; V1 Bs
*srqra’” ; Ts G s fammiiepan”. — ) Dus “dmrdmmfea’.
— *) Dn Dr Dio.s T G gqfy°; Cd spfiqqet (as in
text). — 4) Gi1 'y @fafir:.

31 Dsom.31%’, — ®) K (oxcept Ko-1) Da1 Dn
(except Dn1) Drirs Ds.e.o T1 Gas.1v wmsya; Cd
amAw (as in text). — ®) K (except Ks-¢) B D
(except D1s; Dsom.) fy (for 5). — ) Ks gy
aamEr ;. GLsoes ‘quy; Gar “qred; Ms.a “qof.
— ) KiyigrmaaY’. Du Rgm g «@; G (exoept
Gs) g gainAfkag. — After 31, N (excopt Ko
Du) T1 ins. (for the first timo) 240 and 241,
reading 241%° as: sdagrd AW Htrfivqusay

32 ©) Ks B Dn (except Dns) Ds gfers; Ga.1a’.
— °) Ko.s.s Bim Da1 Arjp affar; Die sifwer;
Devp wiifar (as in text). Ki gfy® (for gfx’).
— *) Ko qrgent; Dus "gritsg. — ¢) Ko VaDao-o.1a
M1zt Kosgg(forgg). Du e Iqiema:.

33 *) Kis Vi Dn Dr Dig-1.0-13 aw. K
(except Ko.2.3) D1 Ts M grwr"; D wrawmisqd.

— After 33‘“ Ks.6 V1 B D (except Da Dxn) repeat
1. 1. 164 — %) Ko Dis g¥° (for q%’). — Ku Dr
(except Drs) ins. after 33:

76* afyed g siek qrormddor Fraan |

34 Da Drs Dis Gs om. 34%%, — %) Dg Tz Gt
galg’; G1 ‘wwor; Gas gaigswAo; Go qIIgHA.
G¢ ‘oft 3. — ®) K (except K4.6) B Dn Dr (except
Drs) Dis-r.e-12.14 fgafty:. Gas g3’. — °) V1
Ds.14 T1 Go “grrfear.  Gs. s ety meqan’ ; Gr et
Qegariars. — %) Das Dn (except Dna) ",

35 *) Dr'agal’. — *) Kidyg fir'; Keqd fr°
Ko B D (except D1.11) groggui. — °) Bs “wnfy;
Gs. s "®yid.

36 Koom. 36. — ®) Ks.6 D2°gi7. — ) Kus
Ts G (except G1.4.5) Ma.4 g qaqr. — ©) Ki.s.e V1
B D (except Dis) T1 *gy;. — %) Vi1 Bi(m as in
toxt) grqgr:.  Ks Jram.

37 *)EK1ViDnDrDursgm’. ViBi o e
at. — ) Ks.s 9g (for q¥). — %) Ks.¢ DrD1s. 4.
6-3.10-12. 14 8 "g13y:; D2 "&37; Ds “mifg:.

38 *) Ko.s D1 Gsayr. — ¢) K (except Ka.6)
Du Fqr.  Ko. 2.8 "grfver; Ki gfiorgrfist; Ke.s D
Cd gforgrfit; G .1 gRor'; Ms gRovgrf. & Ari.:
FemgThs(sio ) reraas: 18

39 %) Dsgmiyx. —°) Viwim. — °) K1 qav
R4; D1 "l

40 ®) KiDnD1s.1sGs.65g. Ki.eD (except
Dn D11) Grega:; Maegd (forasr). [ N. B. The
collations from Ks end at 40°°; MS. missing. ]

[ 86 1]
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FaaTtRer Rrtissea |
gAdd T U gAY 1 82
qq AAF [ a1 T |
IOSTAgE T Fadimas 18R
FROWORTHA 0 Fava &7 |
Al qa: o Ceusia diwa 183
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TR T AR aga-ac 1 9e
ARRLTHGT T WG dgevadr |
Gy T8 @ Qug oo | 8y
YT T @ TWrEERag @ |
SMTRIifEe. FASTRESTY | 8
g 0 9 A I |
QUEITELT T T TR |l 99

C. {.827
B.1. 2%
K. 1.2.07

— ) 8 (except G1.4-8) max f¥°. — ) Ku.4 Dns
Du 8 *gas.

41 *) Dis Gus M1 gg sreqifiy’. Bs Dim Dis
Gi-8.6 Ma.s “eqifis’; T1°qig"; Ts “eqq"; Ma “eqify’.
— %) Ga.o’gy. BaD1aT Gs gyr. — °) Bs Ms
aaai®s. — %) Ko.2.8 Bs D214 G1.4.5 a: (for aya:).

42 XKoom. 42. — ¢) Das Dr Dis o as:
q°. — %) Ds "gyig. — K1-4.¢ V1 B D T1 ins.
after 42%;

77 sigdwenfana af dqwa: g
[ D1 gzafrenfit’. ]
Gs-s Ma transp. 42° and 43%%, — 4) K406 B D
(except Dn D1ns) *gw#; Vi “& a@a:; G (except
GrLes) M ‘geaw (M °F wgd).

43 Gs-s M1 transp, 42°% and 43*%, — D11 reads
44°* after 43°*, — In Ki-w.6 V1 B Da Dn Dr
Ds-6.0.13 Ts, 109" js ins. (the first time) after 43°°
(cf. v. 1. 44). — After the first occurrence of 109%,
Kie D13 ins. 83*, while Bs ins. 47 together with
83* (of. v. 1. 47). — Dr1.s.13 om. 43°% and 442,
— %) T3 Ga. 0.1 g&T".

44 Dr.s.13 om. 447 (cf. v. 1. 43). D reads
44¢ after 43*°, — K« (marg.) Dr Dus ins. after 44°%;

78* srFammEmam iR aa: |
— Dsom, 44 and 45. — ) Kigg sis’. M1
#gq. — Ks.6 Vi(m as in text) B Da Dn Dr
Di.s.4.6-18 subst. for 44°¢: D2 (marg.) ins. after
44%; K4 (marg. ), after 78%:

79+ ¥ 9% WA aa |
After 44, D1 ins. (first time) 109°® (of. v. 1. 43).

45 Dsom. 45 (cf. v. 1, 44). — *) Ks Da.s. e
Ts Ga.v ‘gareqr; Bs(m as in text).4 Dasm Dn
(except Dn2) Drs Ge.s Ms *gurar; T1 Gs ‘garey.
— *) Ko "6 qrarga. D (except Di.xy; Dsom.)

46 °) Ki Dar Dnins Dus ‘gwmrgd; Kom
grentad; V1 "@agd; B Dos Dr *@arway; Dns
Ds.¢.0-s.12 ‘watga:. Do-u T ga smatqdsa; Du
G M qg (Gs.s.1 Ma aa:) srqtqamd. — Dron Ts
G (except Gs.s) ins. after 46*°: Do, after 81*:

80* wrorer frad wear wdw iy frfeeag |

[ (CL. v. 1. 52.) De-n °3 &g grantAgRAa:, |
— After 46%%, Dio ins. 81*. — °) Ko Ts Gu-o
*‘Hrow; Gi-s “Morgar’. — ¢) Grs M (exoept
M) gza’. Kas Vi BD T: {ggw ady g (D1

grgusygedn). — Do.u (om. line 1) Gs ins. after

46: Do, after 46°:
81* FmrRgTARA: TX FITE@RAA: T |
QY AFIATTATH AN SAFGEAN |
47 Bs reads 47°° after the first ooccurrence of
1092 (cf. v. 1. 43). — @) Ka D1s *dr g, — *) Ko
gueAat; Da gerea:; Dis gurga:; T1 Gas gt
Vi B Dn Dr Di-s.6-22 ﬂﬁﬂ‘&‘%’h&‘lﬁ. — Ko.s
Ds. 14 ins. after 47%%:
82* pareqT aw: 9 WrisgEgTAAY 7 |
— K3.4(both om. line 2) V1B Da Dn Dr Da. ¢ s-18
G1. 4.5 (the latter three in reverse order) ins. after
47%: K1.6 D13, after the first oocurrence of 109%®
(cf. v. 1. 43):
83* qfimara AETeG @sAuRTREAY |
AT TRY AT 9F FFa |
[ (L.1) Ds " wtrswged. T sareamriry .
Ks.¢ gaieqmd aa: 9f @rfrqieqmay 9. For line
1, G1 reads 126® (of. v. L. B1). — (L. 2) Ta
“zaafy 9 o¥. D1 “wiw<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>